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Current Topics. 


The Trinity Cause Lists. 

THE TRINITY cause lists shew that the King’s Bench Division 
made substantial progress last sittings with the hearing of causes, 
but the Court of Appeal has gone back. ‘The appeal list contains 
267 matters, of which 25 are. interlocutory; at the com- 
mencement of last sittings the number was 230, and a year 
ago 217. The Chancery Division now has 257 causes and 
47 winding-up matters; at the commencement of last sittings 
the numbers were 265 and 48, and a year ago 316 and 
45. The King’s Bench Division has now 675 causes dis- 
tributed as follows :—Divisional Court, 206; actions for trial, 
464 ; appeals and motions in bankruptcy, 5. At the beginning 
of the Easter sittings the Divisional Court list contained 270 
matters, and the actions for trial were 564. A year ago the total 
number of matters in the Kiny’s Bench Division was 578. The 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division now has 466 causes, 
distributed in 410 probate and divorce and 56 Admiralty 
matters ; a yearago the total was 464, 

The Business of the Courts. . 

THE ABOVE figures shew that in the King’s Bench Division the 
Divisional Court list has fallen since the beginning of last term 
from 270 to 206, and the actions for trial have fallen from 564 to 
464 ; altogether a diminution of 164 in the arrears. Considering 
the loss in the division owing to the prolonged illness of the Lord 
Chief Justice, this must be regarded as satisfactory, but a com- 
parison with the figures a year ago shews that it would be 
premature to conclude that with the prezent judicial staff arrears 
can be sufficiently cleared off. The total of the figures for last 
Trinity sittings which we have just given is 1,620, whereas now 
the total is 1,712, ‘an increase of 92; and a closer examination 
of the numbers makes this increase really greater. The actual 
increases for the year are, in the Court of Appeal 50; in the 
King’s Bench Division, 97, and in tie Probate, &c., Division, 2 ; 
a total of 149. Against this is to be set a reduction of 57 in 
the Chancery Division, leaving the net increase of 92, as just 
stated. But this reduction in the Chancery Division is, we 
believe, due to the disappearance from the lists of the numerous 
actions in which Lever Broruers, Ltd. and BenJAMIN Brooke 
& Co. were concerned ; so that the decrease in the Chancery 
Division can hardly be set against the increase in the Court of 
Appeal and King’s Bench Division lists. Substantially, there- 
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fore, the result is that both the Court of Appeal and the King’s 
Bench Division shew badly as compared with a year ago. ‘This 
probably means that the Court of Appeal will require to 
sit in three divisions if it can be so arranged, and the anticipated 
appointment of a second additional judge in the King’s Bench 
Division should enable the progress of last sittings to be 
continued notwithstanding the summer assizes. It should be 
added that the appeal list contains 44 workmen’s compensation 
cases and the King’s Bench list 129 revenue cases. 


The Limitation of Estates Tail. 


A DECISION reminiscent of Lord MACNAGHTEN’s famous 
judgment in Van Grutten v. Foxwell (1897, A. C. 658) has been 
given by SWINFEN Eapy, J., in Re Simeoe (reported elsewhere). 
A testator devised real estate to his nephew “ and his issue male 
in succession,” so that every elder son and his issue male might 
be preferred to every younger son and his issue male, and so 
that every such son might take an estate for his life with 
remainder to his first and every subsequent son successively 
according to seniority in tail male. The first words thus used— 
to the nephew and his issue male in succession—would, of course, 
give an estate tail: for though in a deed an estate tail can only 
be created by the use of the word “heirs,” with appropriate 
words confining them to heirs of the body ; or, under the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, s. 51, by the use of the words “in tail”: 
yet in a will “any expression which imports the whole 
succession of inheritable blood has the same effect in 
bringing the rule [in Shelley's Case] into operation as the 
word ‘heirs’” (Van Grutten v. Foxtell, supra, at p. 668), and 
it is the same generally with the testamentary creation of 
estates tail. And technical words are taken to have their legal 
effect unless, from subsequent inconsistent words, it is very clear 
that the testator meant otherwise (per Lord REDESDALE in 
Jesson v. Wright, 2 Bli. p. 57). In the present caso the words 
following the first limitation were capable of cutting down the 
nephew’s interest toa life estate, and then there was doubt as how 
the subsequent limitations could be saved from the rule against 
— But it was equally possible to read the words as 
explanatory of the natural course of an estate tail, in which each 
tenant takes for life only unless he bars the entail, and this 
construction, since it preserved the effect of the primary limita- 
tion, was adopted by SwINFEN Eapy, J. 


Action on Covenants for Title. 


THE CARE with which the title to land is usually investigated 
by a purchaser makes it a matter of rare occurrence for an action 
to be brought on the vendor's covenants for title, but occasionally 
this is done, and an interesting example is afforded by the case of 
Eustwood vy. Ashton (reported elsewhere). There a vendor, in a 
conveyance of certain lanl, gave the usual covenants implied by 
his eonveying as beneficial owner, including, therefore, a covenant 
that notwithstanding anything by him “omitted or knowingly 
suffered” he had “full power to convey the subject-matter 
expressed to be conveyed.” He had, in fact, been entitled 
to the whole of the land expressed to be conveyed, but at 
the time of the sale his title to a small part of it had been 
extinguished by adverse possession under the Statute of Limita- 
tions. This, in the view of SARGANT, J., was the result of 
something omitted or knowingly suffered on the part of the 
vendor within the meaning of the implied covenant, so as 
to render him liable to the purchaser. Sometimes a case 
of this kind is covered by a condition providing for com- 
pensation, and then compensation can be claimed even after 
conveyance (Bos v. Helsham, L. R. 2 Ex. 72; Palmer v. 
Johnson, 12 Q. B. D. 32); though, apart from such an express 
condition, compensation, if payable at all, can only be claimed 
before completion: Clayton v. Leech (41 Ch. D. 103). But the 
purchaser's rights under the covenants for title are independent 
of the doctrine of compensation for misdeseription; and the 
damages which can be obtained will vary as the covenant relied 
on is the covenant for right to convey or the covenant for quiet 
enjoyment. The first covenant is broken at the time of convey- 
ance if the vendor is not then entitled, and accordingly 


the measure of damages is the difference in the value of the | 





property as purported to be conveyed, and that which the 
vendor had power to convey (Turner v. Moon, 1901, 2 Ch. 825), 
and this measure was adopted by Sarcant, J. The covenant 
for quiet enjoyment is not broken until the disturbance takes 
place, and apparently the damages depend on the value of th> 
land at that time. If buildings have been erected or other 
improvements made, this will make a substantial difference. 


Transfer of Mortgage on Payment Off. 


WE PRINTED recently (p. 476, ante) a letter from a corre. 
spondent inquiring as to the procedure to be adopted when a 
second mortgagee offers to pay off the first mortgagee who has 
taken possession, and asks for a transfer of the first mortgage. 
As our correspondent pointed out, the case of a first mortgagee 
in possession is excluded from section 15 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, which enables the mortgagor to direct a transfer of the 
mortgage instead of reconveyance, and it is excluded conse- 
quently from section 12 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, which 
confers the like right on a subsequent incumbrancer. ‘The 
reason is that a mortgagee in possession, who transfers his mor:- 
gage voluntarily, remains liable for the future wilful neglect or 
default of the transferee, and.the only way in which 
he can obtain release from this liability is to transfer 
under the direction of the court (Hall v. Heward, 32 
Ch. D. 430, 435). If the mortgagor joins in the transfer, 
this will be a sufficient release as regards the mortgagor 
and the incumbrancer directing the transfer; but it is not a 
release as regards any other incumbrancers. If it is certain that 
there are no other incumbrancers, then a transfer at the direction 
of the mortgagor and second mortgagee is a sufficient protection 
to the first mortgagee. On the other hand, in the same event—— 
that is, where there is no other incumbrancer—it becomes 
unnecessary for the second mortgagee to take a transfer of the 
first mortgage. But the result is that the first mortgagee in pos- 
session cannot be required to transfer his mortgage, though if he 
is satisfied that there are no other incumbrancers than the second 
mortgagee, he will be safe in transferring it by the direction of 
the mortgagor and the second mortgagee. 


Reconveyance to Second Mortgagee. 


Ir, HOWEVER, the first mortgagee refuses to transfer, the 
question arises as to his duty to reconvey. Apart from his 
being in possession, there is no doubt that he must accept a 
tender of the amount due to him made by the second mortgagee 
and must reconvey to him; and not, as our correspondent 
appears to think, to the mortgagor. The point is covered by a 
dictum of Kniaut-Bruce, V.C., in Smith v. Green (1 Coll., 
p. 563): §*To say that a first mortgagee ought not, without 
judicial proceeding, to accept payment from a second mortgagee, 
and thereupon to convey to him the mortgaged estate, with or 
without the concurrence of the mortgagor, where the second 
mortgagee does not desire the mortgagor’s concurrence, is too 
much.” The rights to be protected on taking the conveyance are 
not those of the second mortgagee, but of the mortgagor, and 
the form of the reconveyance is the same in principle as in other 
cases where the person redecming has only a partial interest 
in the equity of redemption. Toe mortgagee is bound to re- 
convey, but the reconveyance must be made subject to the 
rights of other persons interested in the equity of redemption 
(Pearce v. Morris, 5 Ch. App., p. 231). In the present case the 
reconveyance would, we imagine, be to the second mortgagee 
free from the first mortgage, but subject to the right of the 
mortgagor to 1edeem him on payment both of the amount 
owing on the second mortgage, and of the amount paid for 
redemption of the first mortgage. The question remains 
whether a mortgagee in possession is bound to execute such a 
reconveyance, and on this Hall v. Heward (supra) is unsatisfactory. 
The judgment was, in fact, for redemption, and this was affirmed 
in the Court of Appeal, but that court seems to have assumed 
that there was to be a transfer of the security : the protection 
of the court was therefore, it was thought, necessary for the 
mortgagee. At the same time the mortgages, though he 


obtained this protection, was made to pay costs because he bad 
disputed the right to redeem, and the practical result seems to 
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be that a mortgagee in possession would be ill-advised to refuse 
to reconvey to the second mortgages in the above form, unless 
he had reason to suppose that there were other incumbrancers 
against whom he would not be protected. 


Claims Against Members of Parliament. 


WHILE PROBABLY no one will be inclined to take too seriously 
the recent county court action of Mac(rillicuddy v. Strauss (Times, 
20th inst.), it was simply bristling with points, and we rather 
regret that counsel was not employed by the plaintiff ; he would 
not have been snuffed out at so early a stage in his case had this 
been done. Put briefly, the plaintiff's claim was an action for 
breach of contract against a member of parliament whose return, 
he alleged, was secured by the aid of the plaintiff's circulars and 
addresses. The plaintiff, so he alleged, had obtained from the 
memb-r a written pledge that, if returned to parliament, he 
would promote a certain public cause the p'aintiff had deeply 
at heart. Having go; this pledge, the plaintiff sent 
out circulars and addresses advocating the candidate’s 
election, and he was el cted—though, of course, that fact is 
irrelevant. Once in parliament the member did nothing to 
promote the plaiutiff’s pet cause. Now, the plaintiff, not being a 
lawyer, was not very clear as to the precise legal nature of his 
claim against the defendant; but in his opening speech he 
indicated what on analysis turn out to be three distinct 
grounds of claim. The first is an action in debt for the 
expenditure he had incurred on behalf of the plaintiff, on the 
well-known principle of Lampleigh v. Braithwait (1614, 1 Smith’s 
Leading Cases, 11th edit., p. 141), and the numerous decisions 
which are based on that case. The principle of these cases is 
that if A incura expenditure in conferring a service on B, and at 
B's express or implied request, he can sue B in debt for a quantum 
merui ; the consideration is his complianc3 with the request of 
B. Here the plaintiff alleged an implied request of the 
candidate that he should promote his return by giving him his 
assistance ; in return for which the law would imply a promise on 
the part of the candidate to pay the expenses thus incurred 
by the plaintiff. Of course, there is an obvious answer to such a 
claim, namely, that such a contract in express terms would be 
illegal under the Corrupt Practices Acts. 


Failure in Duty to Constituents. 


THE NEXT ground of claim suggested by the plaintiff was 
that, in return for his assistance and support, the defendant 
hai promised to promote a certain cause in parliament, and 
had broken his promise so to do. This suggests an entirely 
different class of contracts from the previous ground, namely, an 
ation in assumpsit for unliquidated damages. Here the con- 
sideration is the plaintiff's support, not as in the first ground, the 
expenses he incurred. The promise is to promote a cause, not, 
as in the first case, to indemnify an implied agent for expenses 
incurred. The damages for breach are unliquidated, not, as in the 
first ground, liquidated. The action lies in assumpsit, not in debt. 
But, of course, there are many obvious answers to it ; one is 
enough. Such a contract would be an illegal violation of the 
member’s constitutional duty to express an unbiassed judgment 
in parliainent, as pointed out by Lord Suaw in the celebrated 
case of Osborne v. Amalqumated Society of liailway Servants (1910, 
A. C. 87), which declared payment of members nominated by trade 
usions or other bodies illegal. The plaintiff's third ground of 
action was still wider, but still less enforceable by him. He 
claimed that there is a public duty on the part of members of 
parliament to carry out their duty to their constituents as 
expressed in their pledges, and that any constituent could sue 
for breach of this duty. Now, first, no such duty on the 
part of members is recognized by our constitution ; a member 
of the House of Commons is a representative, not a delegate. 
He is not an agent bound to account to a principal, his constitu- 
ents, for the performance of his duties. Secondly, even if he 
Were, no single constituent would be a proper party to a suit 
against bim for breach of a duty owed to his constituency as a 
whole. Many additional arguments might be adduced to dispose 
of a claim based on this head, and, altogether, the plaintiff's 
claim was more interesting than tenable, though, in the hands of 











eminent counsel, the case might have elucidated many obscure 
and little-considered problems of constitutional law. 


The Law of Husband and Wife. 

WE ARE accustomed from time to time to read in the 
newspapers letters criticising the law regulating the liability of 
a husband for debts contracted by his wife, and it is often 
asserted that the effect of this law is to defeat the just claims of 
tradesmen, who have no means of knowing, when they receive 
orders from a married lady for jewellery or expensive dresses, 
whether the order has, or has not, been authorised by the lady’s 
husband. It may be observed that these cases are often connected 
with the insolvency of the person who gave the order, and that 
the creditor's loss from the bad debt would have been the same 
if the lady had been a widow7or a spinster. The tradesman is 
influenced by the appearance of the lady, and to a less extent by 
the character of the address which she gives as her place of 
residence. The only difference is that where there is a hnsband 
the creditor has often a double remedy. But the notion still 
lingers that husband and wife are one person in law, and the 
argument of the tradesman, whose claim is rejected by the courts, 
is that kis goods were suitable to the station of the husband, 
and were delivered and accepted at his house in the ordinary 
course of trade. Further inquiry, we are told, was impossible. 
But dealings on credit go on, and we can only repeat what was 
said by Lord BRAMWELL in Colonial Bank v. Eady, (15 App. Cas., 
282) :—-“ Shopkeepers have said, when suing a husband, that they 
could not possibly a:k the wife if she had his authority to pledge 
his credit—she would be offended. An excellent reason for not 
asking her, but not for making him pay.” 








Statutory Warranties in a Lease. 


Acts of Parliament are very largely the creature of the 
draftsman, and, like other instruments, are in practice subject to 
many conventional or traditional rules of draftsmanship which 
dictate the actual form in which they appear. No doubt it is 
due to a technical tradition of the draftsman’s art that tho 
annoying system of “ legislation by incorporation ”—which 
gives such endless trouble to the lawyer called upon to interpret 
some cumbrous section —is still the staple basis on which most 
local government statutes are built up. Another wrinkle of 
the dra{tsman is his inveterate tendency to alter old legal rules 
by reading into some form of contract statutory conditions or 
warranties which are to be treated just as if the parties had 
placed them there. The result, of course, is that the statute tells 
no layman what the law it engcts really is; he has to ask some 
lawyer to explain the nature of the contractual rights thus con- 
ferred upon him by the Legislature. 

An interesting illustration is afforded by the recent case of Jéyall 
v. Kidwell & Son (ante, p. 518), which came before the Divisional 
Court on appeal from the Rochester County Court at the end of 
last term. The plaintiff was an infant whose father was the 
tenant of a house to which sections 14 and 15 of the Housing and 
Town-Planning Act, 1909, applied. It will be remembered that 
the object of those sections is to protect tenants to whom an 
uninhabitable house has been let ; for at common law, although in 
the letting of a furnished house a warranty of habitability 
attaches, no such warranty is an incident to the letting of an 
unfurnished dwelling. Section 14 provides: “In any contract 
made after the passing of this Act for letting for habitation a 
house or part of a house at a rent not exceeding there 
shall be implied a condition that the house is at the commence- 
ment of the holding in all respects reasonably fit for human 
habitation . ”3 there is a limit of rental which varics 
according to the situation of the dwelling-house in London, or in 
a borough whose population exceeds 50,000, or in some less 
populous locality ; and there is also an exception of the case 
where a lessee for a term of thr.e years or longer bims lf 
ccvenants to put the house in repair. Then section 15 (1) 
goes on to define a little more clearly the effect of this statutory 
condition ; and it employs in so doing the time-honoured draits 
man’s device to which we have just referred. ‘“Tke last 
foregoing section shall,” the statute goes on to say, ‘‘as respects 
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contracts to which that section applies, take effect as if the 
condition implied by that section included an undertaking that 
the house shall, during the holding, be kept by the landlord in 
all respects reasonably fit for human habitation.” In other 
words, a statutory warrant of habitability is added to the actual 
terms of the lease or tenancy agreement. 

Now the landlord of the house in question had let the house, 
it was alleged, in a defective condition, with the result that the 
infant plaintiff suffered injuries. At common law, it was 
conceded, the infant had no remedy against the landlord ; he was 
not an invitee of the landlord, but of the occupier, and so the 
doctrine ‘of Indermaur v. Dames (L. R. 2 C. P. 311), as to the 
liability of occupiers to invitees whom they bring upon defective 
premises, was quite irrelevant. But it was attempted to set up 
section 14 of the statute as creating a duty on the part of the 
landlord to keep the premises in repair, and so giving the infant a 
remedy for the breach of that duty. But the answer to this claim 
is extremely simple. Section 14, doubtless, does impose in a 
certain sense a statutory duty on the landlord to make inhabit- 
able any house of a certain class which he lets, but section 15 (1) 
reduces the compass of his duty to a contractual one ; he owes 
this duty to the tenant and to no one e!se. Now it was decided 
by the House of Lords seven years ago, in Cavalier v. Pope 
(1906, A. C. 4218), in which the plaintiff was wife of a 
tenant whose landlord had broken a covenant, with the result that 
she suffered personal injuries, that no stranger—not even the wife 
or child of the tenant—can sue the landlord for breach of such 
a covenant as this. There is no privity of contract between 
such stranger and the landlord. Nor is there under the circum- 
stances any tort known to the law. It follows that, when we 
read into the lease a statutory undertaking similar to that in 
Cavalier v. Pope, the tenant’s wife or child or servant is debarred, 
in just the same way as in that case, from suing upon the 
statutory undertaking. And so the Divisional Court held. 

Now let us suppose, for a moment, that the draftsman had 
tackled the problem set him in a slightly different way. He was 
instructed, we fancy, to draft a clause which should impose on 
the landlords of small houses a duty to let them in habitable 
state. We cannot believe that he got any instructions to 
narrow down the liability to that imposed by a covenant as decided 
in Cavalier v. Pope (supra); no doubt Parliament did not have in 
contemplation any such case or doctrine. Instead of framing his 
clause in its present elegant and scholarly form by using the time- 
honoured technical device of reading into it an implied contract, 
he might have boldly imposed on the lessor in so many words the 
duty to put such a house in a state of repair before letting it. 
What then would have been the legal result? It is open to 
argument, but we believe the plaintiff could have recovered. For 
breach of a statutory duty is an actionable tort, provided that (1) 
the duty is intended for the protection of a class, and is not in the 
interests of the public at large (Couch v. Steel, 1854, 3 E. & B. 
402); (2) the person injured has suffered special damage —other 
than that suffered by every member of the public at large—as the 
result of the breach (Groves v. Wimborne, 1898, 2 K.B. 402); 
and (3) the statute does not, expressly or by necessary implication, 
give an exclusive remedy for the breach of daty (Cowley vy. 
Newmarket Board, 1892, A. C. 352). All these conditions 
would seem to be present here. The duty imposed by 
the statute is clearly not a mere general provision intended 
to safeguard the health of the whole community; it is 
intended for the protection of persons who bave to dwell in small 
houses. The plaintiff was a member of the class so protected and 
had suffered special damage. The statute does not impose any 
criminal penalty or other exclusive remedy for default in eomply- 
ing with its provisions. Unless it were contended that the class 
on whom the statute conferred protection was to be treated as 
limited to the actual tenant, an absurdly unreasonable contention, 
there would seem to have been no answer to the plaintiff's claim 
—had the statute been drafted in the way we suggest. But in 
the form actually employed and sanctioned by the Legislature 
it is equally clear that the plaintiff's claim could not be supported. 
The case is truly a most remarkable and instructive illustration 
of the pitfalls which lie in wait for the Parliamentary draftsman, 
or rather, we should say, for those whom he is supposed to 
protect, 


The King’s Bench Commission. 
II. 


WE referred last week to the statement made by Mastr 
LAWFoRD that the Chancery Division judges could take over 
the bankruptcy and revenue work without difficulty. Mr. 
Justice SWINFEN Eapy, in his evidence, asserted very emphati- 
cally that those judges have already plenty to do, and that fow 
people have “the least idea of the enormous amount of adminis- 
trative business which has to be done.” Into the details of this we 
need not follow the learned judge, but those who think that a 
Saturday free from court work means a Saturday holiday will be 
surprised to hear that the reading of the papers in preparation for 





the chamber work on Monday involves working on Saturdav, 
and sometimes the whole of Sunday. ‘I hope,” said Sir 
CHARLES, “ the Commission willnot see its way to recommend 
the overloading of a court which already has its full complement 
of work, because at present it is disposing of the work before it to 
the general satisfaction and without delay.” To some extent, 
no doubt, this is true; the court work proceeds with sufficient 
despatch, and the simpler work in chambers causes no difficulty. 
But when complicated cases are referred to chambers the position 
is different, and partly from the inability of the masters to hear 
particular matters continuously, partly, also we imagine, from the 
want of efficient help from the judges in the course of the work 
in chambers, the delay is sometimes very great. The present 
inquiry is not concerned with the Chancery Division, but when 
roseate views are set forth of the state of work in the division, 
it is proper to point out that there is another side to the picture. 
As regards the Long Vacation, SwINFEN Eapy, J., took the 
usual judicial view that it is not too long, at least, for judges: 
“T think the maximum amount of work that can be obtained 
out of any human judicial personage is obtained out of the 
Chancery judges” ; but he suggests that the offices of the High 
Court might remain open longer, and re-open earlier, than the 
courts. 

The evidence of the Chancery judges is somewhat of a 
digression. The Law Society has been prominent in seeking to 
bring about a better system of administration in the King’s 
Bench Division, and the views of the Council were explained to 





point in his evidence was the paramount importance of additional 
judge power. Something might be gained by amendments in the 
circuits and by other re-arrangements, but the insufficiency of 
the number of judges both causes arrears in the existing 
business and prevents business from being brought to the courts. 
“ We desire,” he said, “to emphasize the point that the present 
state of ‘things prevents a great deal of work coming into court 








at all. People dread having recourse to law now for the settle- 
ment of their disputes on account of three matters—the great 








delay, the great uncertainty and the great cost ; and rather than 
subject themselves to all those inconveniences they do not come 
to the courts, but they proceed by arbitration and in other ways 
to get what we think is really denied them now— that is, quick, 
cheap and rather more certain settlement of their disputes.” Tho 
reform the Law Society especially desired was, said Mr. SAMPSON, 
the appointment of an additional judge. “ What is required is 
an ample judiciary to satisfy the requirements of the public and 
to make it comparatively easy to the public to have their 
disputes settled quickly.” 

As to the grouping of assize towns for civil business, and the 
arrangements for extending to populous centres generally the 
Liverpool and Manchester system of continuous sittings, the 
Commission pointed out that the recommendations of the Council 
were too general, and asked for a definite scheme to be sub- 
mitted. This, we gather, is to be done. Mr. SAMPSON stated the 
frequently expressed opinion of the Law Society that the Long 
Vacation ought to be shortened to two months, and he said that 
the Council is not in favour of the courts sitting earlier than 
10.30 a.m. or after4 p.m. The Chancery judges attempt in this 
way to earn their Saturday holiday, but the system is not con- 
venient. There is work to be done before the courts sit and 
after they rise, and if Saturday is, in obedience to the modern 
cult of the week-end, to be a dies non, this must be recognized as 


the Commission by Mr. SAMPSON, the president. The leading. 
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an independent fact, and not made the ground for altering the 
customary ‘arfangemént of work on other days. “At the same 
time it is not yet necessary to accept the Saturday holiday as an 
accomplished fact. If there is to be any substantial shortening 
of the vacation, no doubt there would be a good deal to be 
said for leaving Saturday free; but there is work that can be 
conveniently done on that day, and we imagine that some judges 
have’ been & little too ready to take five days as the normal 
working week. 


right to have their cases tried in their own counties.” These 

extracts from Mr. LONGMORE's very interesting evidence may, 

we imagine, be taken as a fair indication of opinion in the 

provinces as to the arrangements for business, civil and criminal. 
(To be continued.) 








Reviews. 





Mr. SAMPSON expressed his opinion that the proposal of the 
County Courts Bill, with regard to the extension of county court 
jurisdiction would not affect delay in the King’s Bench Division. | 
This, perhaps, is not very intelligible. If a plaintiff were entitled | 
to bring his action up to any amount in the county court, a good | 
many. important actions would stay there, notwithstanding the | 
absolute right of the defendant to remove them. If this is not | 
so, the proposal of the Bill is futile. But there is little doubt that | 
it would substantially increase the business of the county courts 
at the expense of the High Court ; and still more so if the actions 
of tort, which: are now excluded, were brought, as they well 
might be, within county court jurisdiction. In practice, no 
doubt, this would mean the creation of special county courts to 
deal with the larger work, i.c, the introduction of district 
courts, to which we shall refer again. Another matter discussed 
between the Commission and Mr. Sampson was the abolition 
of divisional courts and the creation of a third branch of the 
Court of Appeal. Divisional courts have been frequently the 
subject of criticism, and such a measure would simplify the 
general oe of judicial business. It was pointed out 
that practically it would mean, allowing for one additional 
judge, the taking of two judges from the existing number in the 
King’s Bench Division, and making them Justices of Appeal. 
Whether such a scheme would effect a saving of judge power 
was a matter upon which Mr. SAMPSON was not prepared to pass 
an opinion, and the Commission asked ‘him to consider it. 

Evidence was given by Mr. C. E. Loncmorg, the Clerk of the 
Peace and Under-sheriff for Hertfordshire, mainly with reference 
to the cirenit system.. He b-ought out a point which we do 
not remember seeing noticed before, namely, the educational 
effect of the visit of the Assize judges on the local magistracy : 
—“It may perhaps be said that, to educate the magistrates, 
forms no part of the duty of His Majesty’s judges: yet most 
certainly it has a very good effect on the Justices of the Peace 
of the county, and in my position as Clerk of the Peace I have 
experienced very frequently the good effect of trial by His 
Majesty’s judges of criminal cases in the county. In all such 
questions as the advantage of granting bail, equality of sentences, 
cros#examination of prisoners by the police, and the fairness to 
be used to a prisoner, I have frequently heard the magistrates 
at the quarter sessions and petty sessions quote the opinion of 
His Majesty’s judges which they have heard at the Assizes.” 
And he expressed himself strongly in favour of the existing 
system ae appears to me that, apart from some possible waste 
of time of His Majesty’s judges, the present Assize system 
throughout the country has worked well. The inhabitants of 


Books of the Week. 


Company Law.—Concise Precedents under the Companies 
Consolidation) Act, 1908. By F. Gore- Browne, M.A, , 
Fourth Edition, by D. G. Hemmant, Barrister-at-Law. Jordan & 
Son. 20s. net. 

Practice.—The Solicitor’s Clerk. Part. [. By CHarves Jones. 
Eighth and Revised Edition. Effingham Wilson. 2s. 6d. net. 

Coronation Studies.—The Great Gold Spurs, III. The 
Descent of the Customary Right. By Artaur Betts. The 
Author, 54, Bedford-row, W.C. 1s. net. 

The Tichborne Tragedy.—Being the Secret and Authentic 
History of the Tichborne Claimant. By Maurice Epwarp 
KeneEALy. Francis Griffiths. 16s. net. 





Correspondence. 


Mortgages by Demise. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. 

Sir,—I have read with interest the two articles in your issues of 
the 3rd and 10th inst., “More about Mortgages by Demise,” calling 
attention to the present accepted better way of dealing with the 
last day of the term of a mortgaged leasehold—viz., by giving a 
power of attorney to the mortgagee to assign the whole of the head 
term (which is the method adopted in the two later editions of 
Prideaux’s Precedents); but Ido not find, in the article which 
reviews the past positions of the parties to such a deed, any 
mention of section 15 of Lord Cranworth’s Act, 23 & 24 Vict. 
c. 145, which gave the mortgagee power (after the repayment of 
principal had been due one year, interest in default for six months, 
or omission to pay any insurance premium) to sell the mortgaged 
property for all the estatz and interest therein of the mortgagor. | 

The Conveyancing Act, 1881, in repealing this useful section, 
did not make any similar provision re-enacting its effect, but it 
would be interesting to know whether that was owing to any defect 
in the way it had worked, or if merely through oversight. ' 

100, Bishopsgate, E.C., May 19. T. W. Smira. 











Limited Partnerships. 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,-We shall be obliged if any of your readers who have had 
experience of the Limited Partnership Act, 1907, will inform us 
whether, by reason of the provisions of the Act or otherwise, such 
registration would or might (otherwise than, by express search) come 
to the knowledge of persons dealing with the firm. _ 
We anticipate that in most cases such knowledge will operate to 
the prejudice of the credit of the firm. : 
May 15. : B. & W. 


Fidelity of Employees. 








the eounty of Hertford are entirely in favour of it, and would 
mueh rather have to pay their contribution towards the cost of | 
additional judges than see the present system in any way | 
impaired. We know, that the’ present. system has worked | 
well: can we be equally certain that the grouping system will | 
work as well?” And subsequently :—“I am very strongly in| 
favour of the criminal business of the Assizes throughout the 
country remaining undisturbed.” While in connection with 
the continuous disposal of business referred to above, he said: 

“T have reason to believe that the recent arrangements made 
with regard to the trial of civil business at Liverpool and Man- 
chester have given, considerable satisfaction,, and I am of opinion | 
that: where the existing Assize system can be shewn to be in- 
sufficient to meet the needs of the big centres, such as Birmingham 
and Leeds, then the system as it exists at Liverpool and Man- 
chester should be extended to other large centres of population. 
The claims of London and the larger towns to more judicial 
time should be met, if n by the appointment of additional 
judges; and not by depriving the less populous counties of their | 





¢ " 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—The short article which appears in your issue of the 17th 
inst. under the above title deals with the principle and develop- 
ment of Fidelity Insurance in a succinct form, which should 
interest the general public. : 

May I, however, be permitted to point out, on behalf of the 
pioneer Fidelity Insurance Office, that the important features of 
the new form of policies issued by another ompeey cannot be 
accurately held to constitute a “new departure,” In point of fact, 
the policies of The Guarantee Society, Ltd., have always provided 
the “most complete protection,” as. is well known to its large 
clientéle, and have never imposed the conditions that 

(a) Fraud or dishonesty must.be discovered during the currency 
of the policy, or 

(b) That the employer is liable to pay the costs of a futile 
prosecution. ; : of 

You will, I feel sure, in faitness to the original Guarantee 
Society, and to obviate any misconception in the public mind give 
‘publicity to this letter. 


19, Birchin-lane, E.C., May 22. 


F. H. SHerweE Lt, Secretary, 
The Guarantee Society, Ltd. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


CARLISLE AND SILLOTH GOLF CLUB v. 8MITH (SURVEYOR 
OF TAXES). No.1. 23rd and 24th April ; 2nd May. 
Revenve—Income Tax—Gotr Cius—Visrrors’ 

MetHop or Catcutation—Income Tax Act, 1842, Scnepute D. 

A golf club occupied land used as links under a lease, one of the 
clauses of which required the club to permit visitors to play on the 
links on payment of certain fees. The annual expenses of the club 
in maintaining the course exceeded the total of the members’ subscrip- 
tions, and also of the visitors’ fees, each taken separately, but were 
less than both sources of iacome taken together. A proportion of the 
expenses incurred were attributable to the use of the links by visitors. 

Held, that the club was carrying on a business for profit or gain, 
beyond the ordinary functions of a club, and was liable to be assessed 





Fres—Prorits— | 


| 


to income tax under Schedule D., in respect of the profits derived from | 


such business. 
Decision of Hamilton, J. (1912, 2 KX. B. 177), affirmed. 
Appeal of the club from a decision of Hamilton, J. (reported 1912, 


2 K. B. 177), as judge on the Revenue side of the King’s Bench | 


Division, on a case stated by the Commissioners of Income Tax for the 
Allerdale Division of Cumberland. The Commissioners assessed the 
club to income tax under Schedule D. of the Income Tax Act, 1842, on 
an income of £66 in respect of profits made from visitors’ green fees 
during each of the financial years ending the 5th of April, 1909 and 
1910. The club was unincorporated, and held a lease from the North 
British Railway Co., under which they were bound to permit 
non-members to play upon payment of ls. 6d. per day, 5s. per week, 
or 10s. per month (fees which were slightly increased during the years 
1908 and 1909). The income of the club consisted of members’ sub- 
scriptions, profits from the sale of refreshments at the club-house, and 
visitors’ fees. The expenses incurred by the club in maintaining the 
links exceeded the amount of the visitors’ fees in each year, and also 





exceeded the income from members’ subscriptions The assessment | 
was based on a calculation made by deducting from the fees received | 


in each year such proportion of the total expenses incurred as the fees 
bore to the total income of the club, and treatiyg the surplus as income. 
No claim was made to assess members’ subscriptions. The club con- 
tended that it was not carrying on the business of letting out golf links 
for profit, and was not liable to be assessed at all, and further that 
as the total expenses exceeded the visitors’ fees, there were no profits 
to assess. Hamilton, J., held that the club was liable to assessment, 
but that the Commissioners had assessed profits upon an incorrect prin 
ciple, and proposed that the case should he remitted to them to 
ascertain the true profits more exactly, in default of agreement between 
the parties. The club appealed. At the conclusion of the arguments 
the court reserved judgement 

Cozens-Harpy, M. R.—The appellants are an unincorporated associa 
tion of ladies and gentlemen for the provision and maintenance of gol 
links, with a club-house and other conveniences. The members pay 
subscriptions, and are entitled to play upon the links. There is no 
question of the division of profits. The club was not formed for that 
purpose. In so far as subscriptions received from members are con 
cerned it is conceded that the club are not. assessable to income tax 
But, in addition to members, there are a considerable number of 
visitors who play on the links and use the club-house on payment of 
certain ‘‘ green fees."’ As between the club and the lessors the club 
are bound to admit visitors. The annual sum received for green fees 
from visitors is from £200 to £300. The cost of maintaining the golf 
course exceeds this amount, and it also exceeds the annual sum received 
from members for subscriptions. If there were no fees from visitors, 
the subscriptions of members would have to be increased. In these 
circumstances it is contended, and Hamilton, J.. has decided that. in 
so far as the club invite and receive green fees from visitors, they are 
liable to be assessed in respect of the annual “ profits or gains.’’ It is 
urged that this is something severable from the ordinary and proper 
business of a golf club. On the other hand, it is contended that no 
such severance is possible, and further that there can be no profits or 
gains, for the total cost of maintaining the golf course exceeds the 
amount of the visitors’ fees. It seems to me that there is a real 
difference between moneys received from members, and moneys received 
by the club from strangers. I cannot draw any distinction between 
gate-moneys which might be, and, I believe, sometimes are received by 
a golf club, and “ green”’ monevs. In each case the club would be 
assessable. Whether there have been any profits or gains is a matter 
of fact, and the answer will depend upon the mode in which the ex- 
penses of maintenance and other outgoings ought to be attributed to 
the visitors. This is really a question of fact for the Commissioners 
and not for this court. Hamilton, J., held, and I agree. that the 
particular rule adopted by the Commissioners was wrong, and he re 
ferred it back to the Commissioners in default of agreement. to 
ascertain the profits. In my opinion his decision was right for the 
reasons assigned by him. The appeal must be dismissed. with costs. 

Bucstry. L.J., who referred to Tennent v. Smith (1892. A. C. 150. 
164), and Last v. London Assurance Corporation (10 A. C. 438). and 
Kennepy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsrt, 
Rude, K.C., and A..M. Latter: Sir Rufus Tsaace, A.-G, and W. 
Finlay. Sorricrrors. James d& James. for Clutterbuck, Trevenen, & 
Steele, Carlisle; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by H. Lavozonp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HEARD v, PICKTHORNE AND OTHERS. No. 2. 

30th April; Ist May. 

NationaL InsuRANCE—Dispute BerweenN APPROVED SOcIETY AND Iy- 
suRED PerRsoN—ReEsOLUTION or Socrery—Vauipity oF ReEsoLutTioN 
Sovcut To Be Decipep By AcTrioN—ACTION MAINTAINABLE WHERE 
Reso.uTion 18 Uttra Vires—NaATIoNAL Insurance Act, 1911 (1 & 2 
Geo. 5, c. 55), s. 67. 


An approved society under the National Insurance Act passed a 
resolution in relation to the payment of sickness benefit in these 
terms :—‘‘ In every instance a certificate from a panel doctor must be 
sent.”’ The plaintiff, a member of the seciety, being refused sickness 
benefit on the ground that he had sent a certificate, not from a panel 
doctor, but from his own doctor, commenced an action claiming a 
declaration that the resolution requiring him to produce a certificate 
from a medical practitioner on the panel was ultra vires. 

Held, reversing the decision of Bailhache, J. (29 7.L.R., 376), that 
the resolution was illegal and ultra vires, and that the plaintiff was 
entitled to a declaration to that effect. 

Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of Bailhache, J. The 
plaintiff, W. V. Heard (suing on behalf of himself and all other mem- 
bers of the defendant sociéty other than the defendant), sued C. Pick- 
thorne, E. J. Baker, and E. Runciman, the trustees, and T. W. Frew, 
the secretary of the Abbey Court Foresters, No. 1,940, of the Ancient 
Order of Foresters Friendly Society, forming part of the London 
district branch of the Order, for a declaration that a resolution passed 
by the society, purporting to prevent the society accepting as evidence 
of the incapacity of its members, within the meaning of the National 
Insurance Act, 1911, certificates of medical practitioners other than 
those upon the list specified in the Act was illegal, ultra vires and 
unenforceable. Bailhache, J., held that the resolution was not such 
an illegal act on the part of the society as would justify an action 
being brought for a declaration to restrain the society from acting 
on it, and he dismissed the action, being of opinion that the plaintiff's 
remedy, if any, was to raise the question by arbitration between 
himself and the society as provided for the settlement of disputes 
under the Act. The plaintiff appealed. The facts so far as material 
were that the plaintiff, since the formation of the State Insurance 
section, under which members could obtain benefits apart from the 


| ordinary benefits of membership, had been an insured person under 








the Act, and was entitled to sickness benefit under the Act in addition 
to the benefits he might receive as a member of the society under its 
voluntary section. His contributions in respect of each section were 
duly paid. On the 28th of January, 1913, the plaintiff was taken ill 
and was attended by his own physician, a duly qualified medical 
practitioner, but not a doctor on the panel. When the certificate was 
sent in, the secretary replied by letter that he would be paid the 
amount to which he was entitled under the voluntary section, but 
could not be paid the State sickness benefit because there had been 
a rule passed by the branch at general meeting that for the purposes 
of receiving sick pay a certificate from a doctor on the panel must 
be sent. 

VaucHan Wiuuiams, L.J., in giving judgment, said it had been 
contended by counsel for the society that the resolution was not a 
rule, but merely a direction for the guidance of the treasurer in 
paying sickness benefit. He did not take that view. He thought 
the resolution was passed as a new rule and was a new rule, subject 
only to its confirmation by the general body. If so, then it was a 
new rule as to proof of illness and was ultra vires. Moreover, payment 
was to be made on a “ doctor’s ceftificate or other sufficient evidence,” 
and this resolution cut down the discretion given to the treasurer 
or eecretary to pay except on the certificate of a panel 
doctor. It was. therefore, ultra vires if a rule, and, if not a rule, 
then the plaintiff was not bound by it. He thought the official who 
paid was bound in each case to consider the evidence of sickness which 
was offered. It was not disputed that there were cases in which an 
injunction might properly be obtained against a society which was 
doing or attempting to do anything beyond its powers. On the other 
hand, there were cases where a society was alleged to be doing some 
thing irregular with reference to its domestic matters, or its internal 
administration, in which an injunction ought not to be granted, but 
the party complaining ought to be left to resort to arbitration. This 
seemed to him to be a case of a branch of a friendly society attempt- 
ing to interfere with the rights of those who were entitled to its 
benefits, and he thought the court had a right and a duty to prevent 
such ultra vires action on the part of the society. He did not agree 
with the judgment of Bailhache, J. The resolution was clearly a rule, 
and was illegal and ultra vires, and the plaintiff was entitled to a 
declaration to that effect. 

Hamitton, L.J., and Bray, J., gave judgment to the same effect. 
Judgment accordingly.—CounseL, for the appellant, Patrick Hastings 
and Comyns Carr; for the respondents, Harry Dobb and Alexander 
Veilson. Soticrrors, Oswald Hanson & Smith; H. F. Parker Roberts. 
Roberts. 

[Reported by Ensxrne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. MILNE. No. 1. 29th and 30th April. 


Revenve—SettLement Estate Duty—Votuntary SETTLEMENT RESERV- 
1nG No Benerir to Setrtorn—Prorerty ‘“‘ Passtnc Unper a Dts- 
POSITION ON THE DeatH or THE Deceasep’’—Finance Act, 1894 (57 
& 58 Vict. c. 30), s. 2, sus-secrion 1 (c); s. 5 


Where property is settled by a voluntary disposition, not reserving a 
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life or other interest to the seitlor, it passes immediately under that 
disposition, and cannot be deemed to pass upon his death in the event 
of his dying within three years from the date of its execution; and 
therefore no settlement estate duty under the Finance ‘hee. 1894, is poy- 
able in respect the reof. 
Decision of Horridge, J., 


Appeal from a om ision of Horridge, J. 


reversed, 


(reported 1913, 1 K. B. 337) 


upon an information by the poe te General, claiming settlement 
estate duty under the Finance Act, 1894, s. By a voluntary settle- 
ment, dated the 20th of May, 1909, the sotilion: ; os KE. Milne, transferred 
certain etocks and shares to trustees in trust for his son, J. R. Milne, 
during his life until alienation, with a discretionary trust over, and 


Milne as he s} 
with 


for the children of J. R. 
for such children 


subject thereto, 
default 


uld appoint, 


and in equally, a general power of 
appointment in de fault of issue, and certain tausts over. H. E. Milne 
died on the 8th of December, 1911, and the property comprised in the 
settlement having been aesessed for the payment of estate duty at 
£3,980, the defendants paid £278 in discharge thereof. The Crown 


then made a further claim for payment of settlement estate duty at 
the 1ate of 2 per cent. in respect of the same property, on the ground 
that, the settlor having died within three the settlement, the 
property must be deemed to have passed on his death. The defendants 
refused to pay this claim, and upon an information being brought, 
Horridge, i held that the duty was payable, arriving at this con- 
clusion independently of the decision in the Scottish case 1eferred to by 
the Master of the Rolls. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in a considered judg ment, said : The question 
in this appeal is whether —— estate duty is payable in respect of 
property comprised in a voluntary settlement executed less than three 
years before the death of the settlor. The settlement was a voluntary 
deed, under which the settlor retained no benefit, the trust being for 
his son (who survived him) for life, and other peisons after his death. 
On the sett! or’s death estate duty was admittedly leviable under section 
2 (c) of the Finance Act, 1894, and it is contended by the Crown that 
the effect of section 5 is to make the settled property subject to settlement 
estate duty. This depends upon a somewhat minute examination of the 
language of section 5 (1): “‘ where property in 1espect of which estate 
duty is leviable’’ (which applies to the present case) ‘‘is settled by the 
will of the deceased’’ (which does not so apply), “‘or having been 
settled by some other disposition, passes under that disposition on the 
death of the dec eased to some other person not compe tent to dispose of 
the property, ’ then a further estate ‘duty called settlement estate duty 
is payable. Can it be said that there was any disposition by which this 
property passed on the death of the Pram te to some person not 
competent to dispose of it? In my opinion it cannot. The property 
passed under the voluntary settlement, and at the moment of its 
execution, and not at the death of the settlor, it passed to a person not 


years of 


eompetent to dispose of it. The words do not seem to me to justify 
the inteipretation put upon them by the Crown. They are amply 
sufficient, and, in all respects, accurate, if applied to a case where the 
settlor reserves a first life interest to himself with subsequent life 
interests over. In that case the property passes on the death of the 
settlor. I have not forgotten that this settled property, though it did 
not, in fact, pass on the death of the settlor, is deemed to be included 


in property so passing, but that does not remove the difficulty in the 
way of the Crown. The point raised before us cannot be said to have 
been argued and decided in England. In Attorney-General v. 
Chamberlain (90 L. T. 581) it seems to have been assumed without 
argument, and the judgment of Channell, J., does not allude to the 
point. In Ireland, in the case of Attorney-General v. Smyth (1905, 
2 I.R. 553), the facts were for the present purpose identical with those 
of this case, and Palles, C.B., said: ‘‘ Upon the whole case I have 
arrived at the clear conclusion that the property comprised in the settle- 


ment is liable to estate duty, therefore to settlement estate duty.”’ That 
is all he said on the point. In Scotland, in /nland Revenue v. Heywood- 
Lonsdale’s Trustees (43 Se. L.R. 589), the Lord Ordinary held that 


settlement estate duty was payable, relying, apparently, upon the con- 
sideration that any other interpretation would impose a hardship upon 
the other beneficiaries under the settlement by depriving them of the 
advantage which the payment of estate duty confers, but I confess my 
inability to follow the argument. With great respect to Horridge, J., 
I am unable to accept his view that settlement estate duty is payable, 
and, in my opinion, the appeal should be allowed. 

Buckxtey, L.J., who observed that the object of the very subtle 
argument of the Crown was to show that the words of the statute did 
not mean what they said, an argument which could not be entertained 
in construing a taxing Act, and 

Kennepy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsrr, 
Danckwerts, K.C., and J. FE. Harman; Sir J. Simon, §.-G., and W. 
Finlay. Soticrrors, Rooke & Sons ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue, 

[Reported by H. Lanerorp Liwis, Barrister-at-Law.] 








High Court—Chancery Division. 


EASTWOOD v, ASHTON. Sargant, J. 13th March; 
Ist, 2nd, ard 14th April. 

VENDOR AND PuRCHASER—CONVEYANCE—CONDITION NeGATIVING Com- 
PENSATION—Parcets—ImpLiep COVENANTS FOR T1iTLE—STRANGER NOT 
PREVENTED BY VENDOR FROM ACQUIRING A TITLE UNDER THE STATUTE 
or Lrwirations—LiaBitity or VeNpoR—Measure or Damaces— 








Conveyanctna AND Law or Property Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 41°, 

s. 7 (1) A. 

A strip of land which was held to be included in parcels purported 
to be conveyed by a vendor as beneficial owner was discovered after- 
wards to hav e be en ac quire d by ad ve ree pos S84 ssion by adjoining owners 


under the Statute of Limitations. There was a condition in the con- 
tract that any incorrect statement, error or omission in the description 
of the lots was not to annul the sale ,» nor was compe nsation to be 


claemed in respect thereof, 


Held (1) that the purchaser could recover damages against the cendor 
under his nplied covenant far title: (2) that the omission to prevent 
an adjoining owner from ae juiring an adverse tiile under the Statute 


of Limitations constituted a thing ‘omitted or lnowingly suffered” 


n the part of the ndor within the meaning of section 7 (1) A of 
the Con eyancing a ind Le f Pi sperty {e/, 188 (44 ad 45 Vict. e. 41); 
(3) that the measure of damages was not the difference in price which 
would have been obtained at the sale if the disputed strip had not 
heen included in lot 4 but the difference in value of the land as 
purports 7] » be ne yed and the land us it actually passed to the 
pure huser. 

Bos v. Helsham (L. BR. 2 Hx. 72) distinguished 

This was an action brought by the plaintiff against the defendant 


to recover damages from the defendant under his implied covenants 
for title in conveying as beneficial owner a emall strip of land, 36 feet 


wide, included in lot 4, consisting of some 84 acres, sold by auction 
in 1911. Condition 14 of the conditions of sale provided that the 
lots were believed tu be correctly described, but that any incorrect 
statement, error or omission was not to annul the sale, nor was the 


vendor or any purcheser to claim or be allowed compensation in 
respect thereof. The conveyance was dated the 28th of June, 1911. 
The plaintiff subsequently entered into arrangements for the eale to 
certain persons of part of lot 4, including the disputed strip, for the 
purpose of the erection of a mill, the dieputed strip being intended 
to be used for the purpoees of access to the mill. It then appeared 
that the dieputed strip was in the adv poseession of adjoining 
owners, and for the purpoees of this action it was not in dispute. that 
they had acquired a title under the Statute of Limitations. The 
plaintiff being unwilling to lose the millowners as purchasers, made 
substituted arrangements with them, providing another access to the 
proposed mill, the result being a loes to the plaintiff of £315, which 
he sought to recover in this action. Counsel for the plaintiff con- 
tended that the small etrip was included in the conveyance, and that 
Condition 14 did him from suing the defendant on his 
implied covenants for title. He contended that it was the duty of 
the defendant to prevent an adjoining owner acquiring title under the 
statute. Counsel for the defendant submitted (1) that the dieputed 
strip wes not included in the conveyance; (2) that condition 14 was 


erse 








not vrevent 
2 


a continuing condition which prevented the plaintiff from recovering 
in respect of an error of this kind; (3) that there had been no breach 
of the nade ed covenants for title. Finally, he contended that if he 
was liable at all in damages, which he denied, the measure of such 
damage wae only the difference in price which would have been 
obtained if the small etrip hed been omitted from the lot at the 
sale.—Cur. adv. vult. 

SarGant, J.. after stating the facts, said : In this case, having come 


to the conclusion as a matter of construction that this disputed strip 
is included in the parcels conveyed, I do not think that Condition 14 
does, after the execution of the conveyance, prevent the purchaser from 


recovering damages against the vendor under the covenants for title 
implied by the vendor conveying as beneficial owner in any case 
to which such covenants are applicable. In the case of Pos v. 
Helsham (L. R. 2 Ex 72) the error was an error in the rental 
stated and was a proper subject for compensation within the 
meaning of a condition eimilar to Condition 14 here. In my 
opinion the onftission to a an adjoiniffg owner from completing 
the acquisition of a title under the Statute of Limitations does con- 


stitute a thing omitted or knowingly suffered on the part of the vendor 
within the meaning of the implied covenant for right to convey, and 
it is immaterial that the vendor is under no duty to anyone at the time 
to prevent it. With regard to the question of the measure of damages 
[I do not think that the measure of damages is the difference in price 
which would have been obtained at the sale if the disputed strip had 
not been included in the lot, but I think it is the difference in value 
of the land as purporting to be conveyed and the land as it actually 
passed to the purchaser. I accordingly give judgment for the plaintiff 


for the amount which he claims.—Counset, Mark I. Romer, K.C., 
and 7’. 7’. Methold ; A. Grant, K.C., and G .B. Rashleigh. Sorrcrrors, 
Rawle, Johnstone, & Co., for Wilson, Eastwood, & Ramsbotham, 
Blackburn; Witham, Roskell, Munster, & Weld. 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrieterat-Law.) 


Re SIMCOE. VOWLER SIMCOE v. VOWLER AND OTHERS. 
Swinfen Eady, J. 16th April. 


Witt—Construction—Lecat Dervise—Tecunican Worps Usrep—To 
A anv His ‘‘Issuzr Mate 1n Succession ’’—Worps or EXpLaNaTION 
IN THE Wirtt—DevotuTion HOW INTENDED—TeEcHNICAL Worps Un- 
EXPLAINED—RULES’ OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Where there is a gift to A ‘‘and his issue male in succession so 
that every elder son and his issue male may be ‘preferred to every 


younger son and his issue male, and so that every such son may take 








534 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


May 24, 1913. 








an estate for his life with remainder to hia first and every subsequent 
gon successively according to seniority in tail male,” the latter words do 
not form an independent clause, but are merely explanatory of the 
ordinary course of devolution of an estate in tail male, and accordingly 
the rule in Van Grutten v. Foxwell (1897, A. C. 658) applies, and A 
takes an estate in tail male ig possession, 

This was a summons to determine the construction of a devise in 
technical language followed by words of apparent explanation of 
such devise. By his will, dated the 26th of December, 1885, Samuel 
Palmer Simcoe devised his real estate as follows: ‘I devise all my 
real estate to my said nephew, John Henry Walcot Vowler’’—the 
plaintiff—‘‘ and his issue male in succession, so that every elder son 
and his issue male may be preferred to every younger son and his 
issue male, and so that ‘every such son may take an estate for his life 
with remainder to his first and every subsequent son successively, 
according to seniority in tail male. And on failure of such issue to my 
nephew Gwillim Reginald Vowler ‘'—the first defendant—‘ and his 
issue male for the same estates, and in the same order as my said 
hereditaments, are hereinbefore limited to the said John Henry Walcot 
Vowler and his issue male. And on failure of such issue ’’—similar 
limitations to four other nephews and their issue male—‘‘ and on 
failure of such issue to my own right heirs.’’ This devise was 
immediately followed by a name and arms clause, requiring every 
person “entitled in possession as beneficial tenant for life or in tail 
under the limitations herein contained’’ to take the name and arms 
of Simcoe. The testator died on the 9th of January, 1899, and the 
plaintiff, a bachelor, duly complied with the name and arms clause. 
The first defendant had issue one son only, viz., the second defendant, 
born six months after the testator’s death. The third defendant was 
one of the heirs-at-law. Counsel for the plaintiff and first defendant 
supported the technical construction, giving the plaintiff an estate in 
tail male with remainder to the first defendant in tail male. Counsel for 
the second defendant relied on the context as shewing that the testator 
meant sons, in which case the limitations required a cy-prés construc- 
tion to preserve them from remoteness, and would be read, ‘‘ Plaintiff 
for life with remainder cy-prés to his unborn sons successively in tail 
male with remainder to the first defendant for life, with remainder 
cy-prés to the second defendant in tail male.’’ Counsel for the heirs-at- 
law contended that the testator meant sons, but that a cy-prés construc- 
tion was inadmissible, so that the remainders after the life estate in 
the plaintiff's first unborn son were void. 

Swinren Eapy, J., after stating the facts, said: It is now well 
established that in devises of real estate the word ‘‘issue’’ is prima 
facie a word of limitation and equivalent to “ heirs of the body”’ : see 
Roddy v. Fitzgerald (1858, 6 H. tT. C. 823). [His lordship read 
passages from the judgments in that case at pages 872 and 88l.] 
Technical words must have their legal effect given to them, unless it 
is very clear that the testator means otherwise. A testator might use 
inconsistent terms or give repugnant and impossible directions, but 
in order to deprive technical words of their appropriate sense there 
must be sufficient indications in the will to satisfy a judicial mind that 
they were meant to be used in some other sense, and there must also 
be enough in the will to shew what that other sense was: see Jesson 
v. Wright (1820, 2 Bligh, 1, and see the judgment at page 57), also 
Reddy v. Fitzgerald (ubi supra) (at p. 877 of the judgment), and 
Van (rutten v. Foxwell (1897, A. C. 658). [His lordship here read 
part of the judgments of Lords Macnaghten and Davey at pages 672 
and 684 respectively.] Applying this test to the present case, I am 
satisfied that by the expression “issue male in succession”’’ the 
testator meant to include the whole line of heritable issue, and the 
legal result is to give the plaintiff an estate in tail male. I am supported 
in this construction by the words of the gift over on failure of such 
issue. With regard to the explanatory words which follow the words 
*‘issue male in succession,” t.¢e., ‘‘so that every elder son and his issue 
male may be preferred to every younger son and his issue male, and 
so that every such son may take an estate for his life with remainder 
to his first and every subsequent son successively, according to seniority 
in tail male. they are susceptible of the same explanation as that given 
of very similar words in the case of Re Keane’s Estate (1903, 1 I. R. 
215, at pages 224 and 225). This is not to be taken as an independent 
clause. It is merely explanatory of the ordinary course of devolution 
of an estate in tail male in case no one barred the entail. The plaintiff 
is therefore tenant in tail male in possession.—Counsen, J. M. Gower: 
Dighton Pollock; FP. H. Maugham; W. A. Greene; Owen Thompson. 
Soricrtors, Busk, Mellor. & Norris, for Peter d& Son, Launceston: 
Peacock & Goddard, for Whidborne & Cole, Dawlish. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrietor-atLaw.) 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
Re the Estate of GEORGE BERTIE DRAWMEER, Deceased, 


Bargrave Deane, J, 5th May. 


Prospate—Practice—Incomperence or EXxecuTorR TO TAKE PrRosate— 
Criinat Conviction or Executorn—Rervusat To Renounce—Granr, 
with Witt, ANnNexep, TO Untversat Lecatee—Court or Prosate 
Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 77), s. 73, 





Where an executor, though “ willing,” is not “ competent,” to take 
probate, by reason of his being in prison, the court under the provi- 
sions of section 73 of the Court of Probate Act (supra) will pass over 
the executor on that ground, and make a grant under the same section 
to such person as it may think fit. 

Motion for (inter alia) a grant of administration with the will annexed. 
teorge Bertie Drawmer died on the 27th of March, 1913, having made 
a will dated the 12th of August, 1912, under which he appointed 
Frederick Thomas Kay sole executor, and his daughter Bertha Sherley 
Drawmer and his friend Dolly Walk universal legatees ‘‘share and 
chare alike.’’ On the 7th of January, 1913, Frederick Thomas Kay 
was convicted of conspiracy to defeat the due course of law by bring 
ing and carrying on a fraudulent action against the testator and Emily 
Bertha Drawmer, his wife, and sentenced te twelve months’ imprison- 
ment in the second division. He now refused to renounce the executor- 
ship. The estate consieted of a life policy of £100. The legatee Bertha 
Sherley Drawmer was a minor. The widow of the deceased, Emily 
Bertha Drawmer, had entered a caveat. She had been for many years 
separated from the testator owing to her habits of intemperance, and 
had been an inmate of a lunatic asylum. Dolly Walk, the other 
universal legatee, moved (inter alia) for a grant of administration with 
the will annexed, under section 73 of the Court of Probate Act (supra), 
and notice of motion had been served on the widow. 

3ARGRAVE Deane, J., eaid that the executor would be passed over on 
the ground, to adopt the words of section 73 of the Court of Probate 
Act, 1857 (supra), that, though “‘ willing,” he was not ‘‘ competent ”’ to 
take probate, and the grant would be made under the same section to 
the applicant. —Counset, for the applicant, 2. V. Le Bas. Soricrror, 
Charles C. Sharman. 

[Reported by 0, P. Hawxes, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Solicitors’ Cases. 


DAVIES v. DAVIES (/’e ISAAC WATTS, AN UNQUALIFIED 
PERSON). Bargrave Deane, J. 5th May. 


SoriciroR—UNQvuatiriep Person Actina As Sowicrror 1n Divorce 
Case—Mortion ror AttacHMeNtT—Soticrtors Acts, 1843, 1860 (6 & 
7 Vict. c. 73, s. 2; 23 & 24 Vicr. c. 127, s. 26). 


Motion on behalf of the Law Society for a writ of attachment against 
Isaac Watts, on the pane that he had been guilty of contempt of 
court in acting as a solicitor in a divorce case when he was, in fact, an 
unqualified person. The facts as sworn to in the affidavits were shortly 
as follows :—Watts, on the 26th of June, 1912, had been, but no longer 
was, a clerk in the employ of Mr. Joseph E. Churchill, a solicitor. On 
that date he had, being an unqualified person, applied to the Court that 
the decree nisi pronounced in the case of Davies v. Davies should be 
made absolute. Mr. Churchill had acted as solicitor for the petitioner 
in that suit, and Watts, as his clerk, had had the conduct of the case. 
The petition wae filed in August, 1911, and, the case being undefended, 
the decree nisi was pronounced in December of the same year, On the 
24th of May, 1911, Watts left the service of Mr. Churchill, and on the 
following day came to his office and drew his salary, and, with the 
possible exception of two subsequent occasions, had never been to the 
office since. On the 26th of June, 1912, he had filed an affidavit of 
search in the divorce registry, in which he had described himself as 
** clerk to Mr. Joseph E. Churchill,” and the decree nisi was then made 
absolute dn his application, for which purpose he had asked for and 
received from the petitioner the sum of £4, the actual fees due amount- 
ing to 10s. After he had left Mr. Churchill’s employ, and up to the 
end of June, Watts was associated as clerk with another unqualified 
solicitor, and was, together with his principal, fined at Bow-street Police 
Court in September for practising without a certificate. Counsel for the 
Law Society having moved, counsel for Watts submitted on the 
affidavits that Watts, having been clerk in charge of the case of Davies 
v. Davies, had applied for the decree nisi to be made absolute, with the 
authority and consent of Mr. Churchill, the petitioner's solicitor, and 
that he had appropriated the balance of the amount paid to him by 
the petitioner as fee on account of money due to him by Mr. Churchill 
for commission on business introduced by him. The affidavit of Mr. 
Churchill contained denials of those statements, and was corroborated by 
the affidavit of another clerk in his office. 

Barcrave Deane, J., after citing the provisions of the statutes under 
which the motion had been beans (supra), said that the question he 
had to determine was whether Watts, being an unqualified person, had 
acted as a solicitor in that court without the instructions, assent, or 
approval of Mr. Churchill, who was a qualified solicitor acting for one 
of the parties to the suit. It was quite clear fiom the voluminous 
affidavits that Watts, as a clerk, had assisted Mr. Churchill in the 
conduct of that case, and that, when the time came in May, 1912, for 
the decree nisi to be made absolute, differences existed between Watts 
and his employer. Mr. Churchill had stated that Watts had ceased to 
be his clerk after the 24th of May, and Watts had himself admitted 
that he drew his wages for the last time on thé following day, and that 
he had subsequently been clerk to someone else. Mr. Churchill had 
ascertained that Watte had taken instructions from the petitioner in 
Davies v. Davies in the matter of the decree abeolute, and had pocketed 
a profit of £3 10s. thereon from him over and above the necessary fee 
of 10s. which he had had to pay. Mr. Churchill had denied that any 
arrangement existed between him and Watts as to commission, or that 
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he owed Watts anything. It was essential that the work of the court 
should be done by duly authorized persons, and that no outsiders should 
come in and take advantage of the public by posing as solicitors or 
solicitors’ clerks. He had no doubt that Watts’ affidavit was a tissue 
of lies, and he found him guilty of contempt of court, He did not 
feel justified in treating the case lightly, and he would order Watts to 
go to prison for six weeks, and to pay the costs of the Law Society.— 
CounseL, for the Law Society, 7’. 7’. Paine; for Watts, Hawtin. 
Soricrtors, S. P. B. Bucknill, for the Law Society ; George EH. Hindle, 
for Watts. 
[Reported by 0. P. Hawxes, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The directors held their usual monthly meeting at the Law Society, 
Chancery-lane, on the 21st inst. Mr. Richard 8, Taylor was in the chair, 
and Measrs. 8S. P. B. Bucknill, W. Cheesman (Hastings), T. S. Curtis, 
W. Doweon, W. E. Gillett, C. Goddard, W. H. Gray, J. R. B. 
Gregory, L. W. N. Hickley, Sir H. J. Johnson, C. G. May, R. A. 
Pinsent (Birmingham), and W. M. Walters were present. Grants to 
the amount of £550 were made to poor and deserving caees; eight new 
members were admitted, and other general business transacted. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


, The King has conferred the honour of Knighthood upon Henry 
Curtis Bennett, Esq., on his appointment as Chief Magistrate of the 
Metropolitan Police Courts. 

The Lords Commissioners of the Treasury have appointed Mr. W. M. 
GraHAM Harrison to be Solicitor to the Board of Customs and Excise, 
in succession to Sir N. J. Highmore, retired. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolutions. 


Henry Bankes Asuron and Grorce Epwin Scorr H1inpMARsH, 
solicitors (Bankes Ashton & Hindmarsh), Bury St. Edmunds and Stow. 
market. May 1. The said Henry Bankes Ashton will in future carry 
on the business at Bury St. Edmunds and Stowmarket aforesaid, under 
the style or firm of Bankes Ashton & Co. [Gazette, May 16. 


Monrtacus Exttis, Hugo VaucHan Peirs, CoLvin BRANDRETH, and 
Georce Coope Daw, solicitors (Ellis, Peirs, Brandreth, & Daw), 17, 
Albemarle-street, London, W. March 24. The business will be 
carried on in the future by the said Montague Ellis, Hugh Vaughan 
Peirs, and George Coode Daw, under the style or firm of Ellis, Peirs, 
& Daw. [Gazette, May 20. 


General, 


Mr. William Saul, solicitor, of Lancaster, died on Tuesday as the 
result of injuries received through being knocked down by a motor-car 
while cycling. 

The Lord Chancellor and Lord Parker of Waddington (Lord of 
Appeal in Ordinary) have accepted the invitation of the general com- 
mittee of the Society of Public Teachers of Law, to become honorary 
members of the society, the fifth annual general meeting of which will 
take place on Friday, the 4th of July, at the London School of Econo- 
mics and Political Science. 

When the Maritime Conference discussed, on the 17th inst., says the 
correspondent of the 7'imes at Copenhagen, the question of insurance 
= enemy goods in time of war, Sir Edward Beauchamp, the chairman 
of Lloyd’s, read the opinion of his legal advisers that there was no 
penalty for paying losses in time of war. He eaid that English under- 
writers had decided that no contract of marine insurance would be 
repudiated on the grounds that it covered enemy goods. All contracts 
would be faithfully carried out during war, as in peace. 
ne Macnaghten, of Runkerry, Bushmills, county Antrim, and of 
ag Queen’s-gate, S.W., a Lord of Appeal in Ordinary, who died on 
ine 17th of February, aged eighty-three, left unsettled estate of the 
—y? value of £11,673, of which the net personalty has been sworn 
° 008. He left his Runkerry estate and effects there for the use 
- Ban = or more of his daughters during spinsterhood (with £250 
~ah a or the upkeep), with remainder to his gon, Malcolm, charged 
CI : . 1@ payment of £2,000 to each of his (the testator’s) sons, Edward 
og Piaf Alexander, Frederic Fergus, and Maurice Patrick 
Cha his son shall not elect to take the estate, then to his eon Edward 
~ es, leaving it to his discretion to make such provision, not ex- 

ing £8,000, for his brother as he shall think fair and reasonable. 
€ made various other provisions for his children. 








FIRST AVENUE HOTEL, 


LONDON 


Very convenient for solicitors and clients visiting 
London. Situated in High Holborn, opposite Chancery- 
lane, and a few doors from ‘‘ Tube” Station, <A 
most comfortable first-class hotel for families and 
gentlemen. Quiet bedrooms, with private bath-rooms 
adjoining, overlooking Gray’s-inn Gardens. Moderate 
tariff; no charge for attendance. Best hotel garage 
in London, Telegrams: ‘ Firaytel, London.” 


Proprietors: GORDON HOTELS, LIMITED. 
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Lord Gorell, of Brampton, of Kensington Park-gardens, W., and of 
Stratford Hills, Stratford St. Mary, formerly President of the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division, and afterwards chairman of the 
Divorce Commission, who died on the 22nd’ of April, aged sixty-four, 
left estate valued at £69,448 gross, with net personalty sworn at 
£60,148. His will is written throughout in his own hand on a half: 
sheet of blue foolscap, and is dated the 20th of April, 1881. Probaté 
has been granted to his widow. He left £300 to his brother, Alan 
Sedgwick Barnes, and £100 to his servant, Joseph Webster, and all 
other his property to his wife absolutely. 

The question of appeals to the Judicial Committee of the Imperial 
Privy Council was, says the Ottawa correspondent of the Z'imes, under 
date 14th inst., brought up in the House last night. Several members 
advocated that the Canadian Supreme Court should be the court of 
final appeal, largely on account of the expense to poor litigants. Others 
advocated that only constitutional questions should be sent to the Privy 
Council, Mr. Lemieux, ex-Postmaster-General, speaking on behalf of 
Quebec, strongly favoured the retention of the present system, and said 
that the rights.of the Province of Quebec had always been protected by 
the Imperial Court. Mr. Hazen, Minister of Marine, also opposed any 
change in the system, and said that every citizen should have the right 
to appeal to the Throne, 


Judgment was delivered at Leeds on the 15th inst. by Mr. C. M. 
Atkinson, stipendiary magistrate, in regard to prosecutions under the 
Merchandise Marks Act by the Board of Trade against Harry Hartley, 
trading as Hartley and Co., warehousemen, of Stanningley-road, Arni- 
ley, for alleged false trade descriptions by. the sale of fabrics under the 
names of ‘‘Sylkrep,” ‘‘Grey Orient Art Silk,’’ and ‘ Sylk-Merv.” 
The magistrate said that it was perfectly plain from the advertisements 
issued by the defendants, such as ‘‘a new fabric Sylk-Merv,’’ and 
‘permanent lustre,’’ that there had been no intention to cheat or 
defraud the public in the ordinary sense. Notwithstanding, he was of 
opinion that the defendants had brought themselves within the pro- 
visions of the Act as those provisions had been interpreted by the 
courts. In the ‘‘ Sylk-Merv”’ case the nominal fine of £1 inclusive of 
costs was imposed. In each of the other cases defendants were fined 
£5 and 10 guineas costs. 


Arrangements have been made for a deputation from the Association 
of Municipal Corporations and the Cambridge Corporation to wait upon 
the Prime Minister at the House of Commons on the 5th June to con- 
sider the policy of creating more county béroughs under the Act of 
1888. Recently a deputation from the County Councils’ Association 
waited upon Mr. Asquith to ask him to suspend the operation of the 
Act pending an inquiry into the whole question of whether the Local 
Government Board and Parliament should continue to create new 
country boroughs as the existing municipalities reached the population 
standard of 50,000, the figure fixed by the Act. The aim of the County 
Councils’ Association was immediately that of preventing the creation 
of a county borough of Cambridge, the ground being that the remaining 
population of Cambridgeshire would be entirely rural in its character, 
although its population was a little larger than that of the existing 
borough of Cambridge. It is also proposed by the Local Government 
Board to create three other county boroughs in Luton, Wakefield, and 
Carlisle. 

The annual meeting of the Building Societies’ Association of Great 
Britain and Ireland was held at Huddersfield on the 15th inst. The 
Chairman, Mr. Edward Wood (London), said that, with regard to 
increment value duty, where a substantial increase in the value of land 
was the result of the growth of the community or by the expenditure 
of the community, it did seem to him that the community should take 
a fair share of the accruing profits. But, in his judgment, there was no 
stronger ground for a claim of a share of builders’ profits than for a 
share of the profits of brickmakers, or timber merchants, cotton spinners, 
or any other trdder. He was glad to be able to state on the highest 
authority that in the Revenue Act for the present year provision would 
be made that no such source of profit onal be taxed. The administra- 
tion of the Finance Act was calculated to create hostility. It put upon 
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LAW REVERSIONARY. INTEREST SOCIETY. 


THANET HOUSE, 231-232 STRAND, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1853. 


Capital Stock .. see - 
Debenture Stock om 


REVERSIONS PURCHASED. 


£400,000 
ope ons ... £331,130 
ADVANCES MADE THEREON 


Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Ofices. 


G. H. MAYNE, Secretary. 
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transfer for which the nation did 


‘not, and never would, obtain an adequate return. 





Messrs. Daniel Smith, Son, 
on the 30th of xt the 


estate, near Eact Grinstesd, Suesex 


J ne ne 
nceludes an attractive fifteent! 
ing black and white work, 
ling An ither estate 
Sandgate, bet ween 

535 acres, with a very fine 
park of about 80 acres, 


« Oakley have 
southern 


century residence, having some 
and containing some very fine 

hich this firm are offering on the same day i 
Pulborough antl 
mangion situate in a handsomely-wooded 
and commanding views of the 


been instruct <l to s il 
portion ol the Shovelstrode 
It COMPTLISCe about 500 ac ree, and 
interest 
oak panel 


Steyning, and compricing som 


South Downs 


On the estate is a well equipped stud farm or tr ining ctables. 








Wuy Pay Rent? 


from the Scotttsn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Liuirtep). 
Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 


ments usually less than rent. 


Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. 


Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 


Repay- 
’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Keorsreans tx ATTENDANCE of 


Emrreercry 
Rota, 


Monday May 26 Mr Syngo 
Tuosday ...... 27 Church 
Wednesday ... 25 Farmer 
Thursday...... 29 Bloxam 
Friday ......... 30 Greswell 
Saturday ..... 31 Jo'ly 


Mr, Justice 
Wansairxoros, 
Morday May Mr Farmer 
Tuesday 27 Syuge 
Wednesday .. bloxam 
Thuradsy... Goldschmidt 
Friday ......... g Leach 
Saturday ...... 4 Church 


Date. 


Date, 


TRINITY SI 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
Arreat Covar I. 
Ex parte Applic tions, Orizinal Motions, 


and Interlecutory Appeals from tha | 


Yeager Probate and Divorce D.vi- 
tions will be ia the Paveron Tuesday, 
the 2b May, sabject to wh ch Chancery 
Final Appeals will be taken in this 
Court, 


Arreat Cover I. 


Ex parte Applications, Orivixal Motions | 


and Appeals fom the Kiog’s Bench 
Division (Interlocutory List) and 
posably some King’s Bench Final 
Appeals will be taken on Tuesday, the 
z0th May. 

Kirg's Bench Final and Nev Trial 
Appeals wil bein the Papor on Wed 
nesday, the 2ist May, and continued 


until farther notice in the Daily Cause | 


List. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuaxsceay Cover III. 
Ms. Josrice JOYCE. 
Retained Non-Witness Business will be 
takea on May 20th. 

The hearing of Actions with Witness s 
will commerceon May 2ist, an 1, except 
when otner Busicess is advstised i: 


the Daily Cause List, will b: coutinued 


throughout the Sutings, 


Cuayceny Covrr I. 
Ma. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 


Except when other Busisres is advortised | 
in the Daily Oause Lis: Actions with | 
Wi:nesses will be taken throughvut the | 


Eittings 

Nv .B.—There willbe no Sat irda Bittings, 
bat the Court will sit tul 4,30 om othar 
Gays. 


Aprzat Court 
N 


Mr Goldschmidt Mr Charch 
sorrer 
Leach 
Charch 
Synge 
Farmor 


Mr, Justice 
Nevitite 
Mr Jolly 

Greswell 
Borrer 
Synge 
Farmer Jolly 
Bloxam 


Mr, ‘Justice 
Swinves Eavr 


Me Bloxar 


Mr. Justice 
. Jorox. 


armor 
Goldschmidt 
Leach 
Borrer 
Greswell 


Charch 
Goldschmidt 


Mr. Justics 
SagGcayr. 

Mr Borrer 
Goldschmidt Leach 
Churcb Greswell 
Greswell Jolly 
Bloxan 
Synge 


Mr, Justice 
Eva, 


Mr Leach 


Borrer 


TTINGS, 1913. 


Cuancery Covart Il 
Ma, Jostice WARRINGTON, 


. ~ on {| Mote, sht caus, pete, fur 
— May 20 (con, and no «wit list 
y padlay 21 . 
Thursday 22} No2wit Lat 
Friday .....23.. Mots and non-wit list 
Monday ..... 26 . Sittiog ia chambers 
9; § Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesday .. 2/ (and non-wit list 
Wedn weday 28) - 
Thuraday .. 29} No2-wit list 
Friday ..... 30...Mots and pon-wit list 
Mon., Jane 2...8itting in chambers 
Pan \ No sitting (calebration cf 
Tuesday 3) Kicg's B rthday) 
: (Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Wedaesdsy 4) and non-wit list 
Thurs lay ... 5 ..Nom-wit list 
Friday ..,... 6 ..Mots and non-wit list 
Moaday ..... 9...8:tting in chambers 
ae 7 9} Sht cais, pets, fu- 
Puesdsy ...10} ond non-wit list 
Wednesday 11+, 
Thursday ...12} Non-wit list 
Wriday ......13...Mots and non-wit list 
Monday..... 15...S8itcing in chambers 
17 fSht cons, pets, fur 
" Land non wis list 
Wednes la/18 | 
Vhursday ...19} 
Friday 20 ..Mots and non-wit ‘ist 
Monday......23 . Sitting ia chambers 
. o, / Sat caus, pots, fur 
Tuesday ...24 (and non-wit list 
Wednesday 25 | 


Tues lay 


Non-wit list 


| Toursday .. 26 | Non-wit list 


Friday ... ..27 . M>ta and non-wit list 
Monday .., ..3)...8itting in chambers 
Sht caus, pets, fur coa, 
and nom wit | st 
Non-wit list 
Mots an | noa-wit list 
. Sitting in chambers 
Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
an] non-wit list 


Tuss., Jaly 
Wednesday 
Thureday ... 4 
Friday 
Monday ... 
Tuesday .. 





Wednesda’ 9),- ———— 
Thursday , 10§ Nc n-wit lias 
Friday ..... 11...Mo*s and non-wit liet 
Monday ...14 .. Sitting in chambers 
. . § Sht caas, peta, far ccn, 
Teesday Se and non-w.t list 
Wednesda; 16% 
Thorsday .. 17 
Friday ......18...Mots and n n-wit lis‘ 
Monday . ...21 . Sitting in chambers 
ads 9) / Sht caus, pets, far con, 
eed * “*) and non-w Prist 
Fedne day 231 wy : 
Thurs tay .. 24) Non-wit list 
Friday ..... 25...Mots and nen-wit list 
Moniay ...28 ..8iuinz in chambe-s 
. og | Sht caus, pets, fur con 
~ aud “oF and non-wit list 
reInesdays 3)/ w ¢ . 
Thurs iay...31 ) N2n-wit list 
Any cause intenced to be heard as a short 
cause must be so morked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
eume can be put in the paper to be 
so heard, and the receswary pyers, in- 
cluting two copies of the minutes of 
the proposed judgment or order, must be 
left with the judge’s clerk one clear 


Non-wis list 


day befure the cause is to be put into | 


the p per. 

N.B.—The following papers on further con 
sideration are required for the use of the 
Judge, viz.:—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed judgn ent or order, 1 copy 
pleadings, and 1 copy master's certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
judge's clerk one clear day before the 
further consideration is realy to come 
into the paper. 


Cuaycery Covet IV. 
Beronrs Ma. Justice NEVIi LE. 

Th» Businers in th s Cou:t (excep. when 
otherwis) adverti ed) w.il be taken as 
follows :-- 

Mondays ........ Sittisg in chambers 

{ Companizs Acts and non- 

¢ wit list 

Fur con and non- vit lis; 

Non-wit list 

Mots, sht couse, pets & 
non wit lst 

Thece will be n> Sittiug on Saturdays ; 
the Court wid 8.t frym 10.16 to 4.15 
oth 1 days. 


Tuesdays ... 
Wedne-days 
Thursdays ..... 
Fridays.. 


Caancesy Corrt V. 
Ma. Justice SARGANT. 

Ex:epl when ot er Bisness is advertised 
in the Daily Cause Lit Mr. Justice 
Sargant wiil take Actions with Wit- 
Les es throughout the Sittings. 


The Court will sit at 10,15 aad sise a5 4.15 | 


enc: da; exc_pt Satardiy, waen there 
will be no sitting, 


Lorp Caycettr's Cover, 
Ma. Justice EVE. 
, on} Mota, sit caus, pets, fur 
Tues., May 2 ( coa, and ncn w.t list 
Wed asesday 2! 


Chars lay ...2: 
frilay ......23...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...24...No siutiag 

Monday ..2i...Sittiug in cham ers 

aA »> | Sht caus, pets, far con, and 
Cuesday +» 2?) pon-ait hat 

Wednesday 231 . 

Chursday ...29 § Non- wit list 

Yrday ......30 Mots and non wit list 

| Liverpoul aud Manches ‘er 
¢ busines + 

Mon., Jan) 2...S5itting in chambers 


{ Non-wit list 


Saturday .. 31 


§ No sitting (celebra ion of 


| Tucs., June 3 } King’s Birthday) 


- ( Sht caus, pets, far con, 
Wednesday 4 j and non-wit list 
Thursday ... 6...Non-wit list : 
Frifav ...... 6...Mots and non-wit list 


| Saturday ... 7...No sitting 


Monday ... 9 . Sitting in chambers 
2 § Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tursday .. 10) and non-wit list 


Wednesday . i Non-wit list 


| Thursday .. 


Friday... ..13 . Mo's and mok-aet Nat 
Manchester and Liverpool 
Saturday ...14 (a 
Mondiy ...16 .. Sitting in chamb>ors 
~fS8ht caus, pets, far cp 
Tuesday ...17) and non-wit list” 


Wednesday io} Non-wit list 


| Toursday ...19 


Friday 20...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...2i...No sitting 
Monday 23 ..8itting in chambers 
’ { Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuseday ...24) and no.-wit list 
Wednesday 25) ~ o4 1s 
Thursday ...24 § Non-wit list 
Friday ... ..27...Mote ani non-wit list 
: \ Liverpool and Manchester 
Satarday ...28 | busioess 
Monday... .,.30...8itting in a 

+ Sht caus, pets, far con, 
Tuee., Jaly 2 (and non-wit l'st 
eee 5 } Noa-wit list 
Friday 4. Mots ani non-wit liat 
Saturday ... 5 ..No sitting 
Monday 7...Bitting in chambers 

f Sbt caus, pets, fur con, 


| Tuesday ... 8} and non-wit list 


Wednesday 9) it lis 
Thareday ...10 5 Non-wit list 
Friday ......11.. Mots and aoe list , 
» | Manchester and Liverpoo 
Saturday ...12} busine.s PON 
14 . Sitting in chambers 
> (Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesdey ...16 (and non-wi; list 
Wedresday 16 Non-wit list 


| Thiredsy 17 


Friday ..... 13...Mote and non wit list 


| Sa'urday ...19..No sittisg 


| Friday...... 


Monday......21...Sitting in chambars 
( 8bLt caus, pets, fur con, 

Tuesday ...22 } and non-wit list 

ae = Noa-wit list 

"25...Mots and non-wit list 
: a" Liverpool and M sachest or 

Saturday ...26 {ieee 

Monday......28 . Sitting in ——_~ 

: /Sht cau+, pets, fur con 

Taeeday ...29 land non-Wit li:t . 

Wedneaday 30 wit list 

Thureday...31 } Non-wit list 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the pro 
posed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper. In default the cause will not ve 
put in the r. 

N.B.—The following papers on further con 
sid aration are required for the use ot th 
Jadg*, viz. ;—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed order, 1 copy plead ngs, 
copy judgment, and 1 copy master’s verti 
ficate, which mass be lefe in court with 
the judgs’s cierk one clear day before 
the further consideration is ready to 
coms into the paper. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Trinity Sirrines, 


1913. 


The appe ils or other business proposed to be taken will, from tim 


to time, be 
FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
Judgment reserved. 
(General List.) 
George May & Co ld v Whiteman 
Whiteman v G 
Id (cay April 6) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DtI- 
VISION, THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE), AND THE 
COUNTY PALATINE AND 
STANNARIES COURTS. 

(Ceeneral List.) 
1912. 
Ann Maria 
or v Guodhall 


Smith, dec 
(s o gener- 
Sharp, dec Steward v 


rd 


| 
| 


orge May & Co } 





| 
| 


announced in the Daily Cause Liet. 


The Marine Torch Co v Holmes 
Marine Life Protection Asso 
Pugh v The Riley Cycle Co & ors 
Bowden Wire ld v The Bowden 

Brake Co ld 

In the Matter of the Trade Marks, 
Nos, 257.412 and 260,476 in th: 
name of Bowden Wire ld., and 
In the Matter of the Trade 
Marks Act, 1905 . 

J H Andrew & Co ld v Kuchurich 

In re an Application by J H Ai 
drew & Co ld for registration 
of a Trade Mark & In re T! 
Trade Marks Act, 1905 In! 
John H Andrew & Cos rade 
Marks & In re The rad 
Marks Act, 1905 

1913. 

In re Thomas Smith, dec & In the 
Matter of a Partnership Hall 
& anr v Smith (not before 
June 1) 


I 
| 
1 
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Drewell, dec 
(for 1st day, 
Thomas & anr v 


In re 
well 
Evan 
Corpn 


Trinity) 
Neath 


Teofani & Cold v A Teofani In 

re a Trade Mark, No. 312, 066 | 

and In re The Trade Marks Act, 

1905 

mplex Concrete Piles ld v J. & 

W Stewart (for Ist day Trinity) | 

Shropshire & Montgomeryshire 
Light Ry Co v The 
Rys Co 

John Brinsmead & Sons ld VE GS 
Brinsmead & Waddington & Son 
ld 

Attorney-Gen v Parish 

In re J Adamson, dec 
Trustee v Billing & 

Oram v Hutt & ors 

Layland & anr v Boldy & Son ld 

In re Allsop, dec 
Bamford & anr 

De Lisle v The Union Bank 
Scotland ld & anr 

Shanly v Ward & ors 

Norton v W H Barker & Son 

Farquharson & anr v 


S 


' 


The Public 


ors 


Storr v Dre- 


Cambrian | 


Whittaker v 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 

(Interlocutory List.) 
1912. 

Nicholson v Freeland & anr 
913. 

Johnston v Johnston 
The Battersea Borough Council v 
The County of London Electric 
Supply, ld 

Richmond & Twickenham Skating 
Rink Co ld v Williams & Bed 
worth Id 

T W Slingsby & EE 
Slingsby & ors 

In re Mitchell, dec 
ing, &c.) v Mitchell 

Dayer-Smith v Hadsley 


anr v C 


Katz (trad- 


FROM THE COUNTY PALA 
TINE COURT OF LAN- 
CASTER. 

(General List.) 


of | 


Dalkeith | 


(Ceylon) Rubber and Tea 
Estates ld & ors 

(Grose v Briggs & ors 

In re James Marke Wood, senr, | 


dec In re James Marke Wood, 
junr, dec Woodehouse v Wood 
& ors 


Long & ors v Gray & ors 

In re The Pershore Baptist Chapel 
Nickson & ors V Dolphin 

In re Witty, dec Wright v 
Robinson & ors 

In re Samuel Blow, dec St. Bar- 
tholomew’s Hospital v Cambden 
& ors 

In re Cattell, dec 

Cattell & ors 

Compeniea Winding Up 
The 
Act, 1908 & In re The 
& Johannesburg Trust Co ld 

Joseph Crosfield & Sons Id v 
Techno Chemical Labora‘ories 
ld & anr 

In the Matter of the Estate 
Jacob Swinton, dec John Swin 
ton, dec & anr v Peake, Lowe & 
anr 

Mitchell v Mosley 

In the Matter of the Midland Ex- 
press ld Pearson v The 
pany 

In re J P Kidston, 
v Kidston 

In re Charles Kipping, dec 
ping v Kipping 

The New Inverted 
Gas Lamp Co ld v M Howlett 
& Co 

E Jessop v F R Turner 

M A Jessop v F R Turner 

In the Matter of The Woking 
Urban District Council Basing- 
stoke Canal Act, 1911, 1 & 2 Geo. 
V., Cap. ¢ VII. 

Lyons, Son & Co v Gulliver 

Tyrell v Whinfield & ors 


Cattell & ors v 
In re 


dec 


Kip- 


Companies (Consolidation) | 
London | 


/. 
ot | 


Estate of 


Poole vV 
Nick 


1912. 
Matter of the 
Murray, dec 


In the 
John 
Poole 

In re William Aspell, 

son v Robinson 
re Arthur’ Franklyn, 

Franklyn v Franklyn 

Thomas Rigby & Sons ld v Lloyd’s 
Bank Id 

Radford v Lee & ors 


FROM THE PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 

1913. 
Richard Jones (Petnr) v 
Eliza Jones (Respt) 
John Martin (Co-Respt) 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
In re F C Bonnyman (expte A H 
Partridge, the Trustee v Kings- 


dec 


dex 


In 


Carrie 
Sydney 


ford. Dorman & Co) No. 1,231 
of 1911 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH 


DIVISION 
Judgment Reserved. 
(Final List.) 


| Greenlands ld v Whilmshurst and 


Com- | 


Kidston | 


Incandescent | 


Brammall v Osram Lamp Works | 


ld 

In re Isabella Smith, dec Cham- 
bers v Wallace 

In re Morrison, Jones & Taylor 
ld Cookes v The Company 

In re A Williams, dec Muirhead 
Vv Gregory 

In re Gordon & Adams’ Contract 
and In re the Vendor and Pur- 
chaser Act, 1874 =In re 
Pritchard’s Settled Estate and 
In re the Settled Land Acts, 
1882 to 1890 

In re J T Gray, 
Gray 

In re M M Mudge, dec and In re 
the Settled Land Acts 

Eastwood v Ashton 


dec Badger Vv 


| 


\ 





ors (c a v April 30) 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
11 


1911. 
v Penman (Gee & Sheen, 


McRae 
3rd_ parties (s o generally 
Nov 8) 


Gooda and anr v Drake and anr 
(security ordered) 

™ Woodfield Steamship Co 1d 

The Rio de Janeiro Lighter- 
age Co ld (s o generally) 

Royal London Mutual Insce Soc 
v Kingsland (security ordered) 

Legg v Welsford (fixed for May 
21 in Court No 1) 

Union of London & Smith’s Bank 
v Scharrer (s o generally) 

The Consolidated London Proper- 
ties ld v The Assessment Com- 
mittee of the Metropolitan 
Borough of St Marylebone (s o 
2nd day Trinity) 

Temple v Donaldson 
be fixed) 

Asiatic Petroleum Co ld v Len- 
nard’s Carrying Co ld 

Nettleingham & Co Id v Powell 
& Co 

In re an Arbitration between 
Stanley Bros ld and The Mayor, 
&c of Nuneaton (s o May 28, 
1st in List) 

Sutton, 
and anr 


(s o day to 





| Vacuum 


| Bolam (applt) v 





Carden & Co ld v Pullen 
7 


Bentham v Stothard 

Nixon v Pearl Life Assce Co ld 

London & Manchester Plate Glass 
Co ld v Heath 

Morgan v Ingram, Perkins & Co 

Howard v ——y and anr (not 
before May 29) 

Metropolitan W ater Board v Bunn 

Fortescue and anr v Grimes 

Hothersall v Craven 

Edwards v Moore 

The King (expte The Metropoli- 
tan Borough of Battersea and | 
Frederick Cathie) v Roberts 

Allen v Messers ld 

Herd v Weardale Steel Coal Co 

The Metropolitan Water Board v 
Johnson & Co 

Algemeene Maatschappij voor 
Néderlandsch Indische Cultuur- 
zaken v Baay (security ordered) 

The Egyptian Hotels ld v James 
Mitchell (Surveyor of Taxes) 

Ward and ors v Hill 





Charles Wimble, Sons & Co v 
J Rosenberg & Sons 
1913. 
The King, on the prosecution of 
Neville and anr v The 


Monmouthshire 
Authority 


Compensation 


The King, on the prosec ution of 
Wm Arlidge v Local Govern- 
ment Board 


Hollis v Barrasford & Curd 

Dando v Deeley 

Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks 
Co ld v Adams and anr 

Robinson v Attwood 

Holland & Hannen & Cubitts ld v 
Decies (s 0) 

Blinko v Layton (s 0) 

R J. Lumsden v Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) 

Baker Street Motor Car Bazaar id 
v Marshall 

Mehta v Sutton 

Hague Bros v H Briggs & Son ld 

W Newbold & Co ld v Scriven &| 
Co 
Co ld v 

Garnishee — Ellison, 


Oil 
(Howard, 
clmt) 

Bradford & Sons ld v Bown 

Monckton v Pathe Freres Pathe- 
phone ld 

Allgood (respt} 

Norman v Quilter 


The National Telephone Co ld v 
His Majesty's Postmaster- 
Genera! Railway and 
Canis al Commission) His 


Majesty’s Postmaster-Ge 7. ral v 
The National Telephone Co 1d | 
(Railway and Canal ( waa. 

Hiam v C ambifan Ry Co 

Crosby and anr v The 
General Omnibus Co 

Arlidge v Baker Street Motor Car 
Bazaar ld 

Rigley v Cain (s 0) 

Juler v The Tunbridge Wells 
Co 

Monti v Bloch & Klein 

Dominy v Beaumont 

Upjohn v Willesden 
trict Council 

Richards v Wrexham 
Collieries 

Davies v Same 

Bessant & Son v Chatham Empire 
ld 

Jones v Keegan 

Ingram & Royle ld v Services 
Maritimes du Treport Id 

In re The London Building Act, 
1894 Clode v The London 
County Council 

Rome v Rome 

Skeate v Slaters ld 

Dunlop Tyre Co v Selfridge & Co 
ld 


London 


Gas 


Urban Dis- 


& Acton 





Ellis | 





| 





Lawrence’s Stores ld v Wallis & 
Stevens ld 
Attorney-Gen (at the relation of 


the Mayor, &c of the City of 
Worcester) v Sharpness New 
Docks, &c, Co 


Hueffer v Illustrated Journals ld 

White v Ross and anr 

Richards v Turner and anr 

Duffy v Rossi and ors 

Sykes v The Mayor, &c of 
County Boro’ of Salford 

Leicester v Dixon 

Betts v Curtis and anr 

Haas v The Atlas Insce Co ld 

In the Matter of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, and In the Matter of 
an arbitration between Wilkin- 
son and The Car & General 
Insce Corpn ld _ (special case) 

The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co Id 
v New Garage and Motor Co ld 

Morrison v London County and 
Westminster Bank ld 

Jestermann v British Motor Cab 
Co and anr 

H K Reeves v L M Pope, and 
L M Pope v H K Reeves and 
ors (point of law) (s 0) 

Warner International and 
seas Engineering Co ld v 
burn, Brown & Co 

Lawson v Ferguson 

Marston and anr v 
Advance Co ld (s 0) 

Allen v The Great Eastern Ry Co 
and ors 

Gale v Preston 

Dickson v J A Scott 

White v Barnes 

Johnson Billington Electricity 
Meters ld v Billington 

In the Matter of an arbitration be 
tween Henry Sidney and The 
North Eastern Ry Co (special 
case) 

Lewis v G Davies (E Davies clmt) 

Warham v Selfridge and Co ld 

Metropolitan Water Board v 
Avery (widow) 

| Major & Co ld v John Watt & Co 
Id 

Associated Newspapers Id and ors 
v The Mayor. &c, of London 

Cointat v T Myham & Son 

E V King v Parker 

Hollis Bros & Co and ors v 
Groedel Bros Steamship Co ld 
and ors 

Biddell v Jackson 

Hallett v Hughes 

Eberhart v Collins 

| Lonnon v Coppee 

Thompson v H & W Nelson Id 

Dyer v Steinland 

Walter v Whiteman 

Jameson v Garlick 

Spencers ld v Meyrick 

Williams v McCombie 

Nelson v James Nelson & Sons Id 

Rodocanachi v C J Hambro & Son 

Mathew v The Times Publishing 
Co ld 

Chantrey v London 
Varieties ld 

Standard Private Finance 
Ireland ld v Pitman 

( Yohe n v Haynes and ors 

Evans v Giverndraeth Anthracite 
Collieries ld 

Countess Clarendon v Heydeman 

Franklin & Co v Dawson 

Holding v Bankes and anr 

Douglas v Ransome 

Reed v_ Jaondon 
Varieties ld 

Nightingale v Parsons 

Skidmore v Walsh 

Mayor, &c, of Gateshead v Lunis- 
den 

Morgan v Gray 

Crosbie v Beales 


the 


Over- 
kil 


Commercial 


Theatres of 


Co of 


Theatres of 
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FROM THE PROBATE, 
VORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY). 

With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 


1912. 
The Charits—1912—Folio 51 The 
Owners of the Steamship 
Charits v The Cardiff Ry Co 


1913 

The Cambric—1912—Folio 358 
The East Asiatic Co ld, the 
Owners of the Steamship Ara 
bian v W H Cockerline & Co, 
Owners of Steamship or Vessel 
Cambric 

The Glasgow 
The Owners of the late Steam 
ship Hatfield v The Owners of 
the Steamship Glasgow 

The Glasgow—1912—H—No 587— 
Folio 137 Same v Same 

The 
1,057—Folio 399 The Owners of 
Steamship Lady Salisbury 
The Owners of Steamship Ennis 
brook 

Che Blazer—1912—Folios 514 and 
518 The Berrett Steamship Co 
ld v The Goole and Hull Steam 
Towing Co ld 

The SS Marie Gartz—1912—Polio 
388 The Owners of Steamship 
Kaaramca v The Owners of the 
SS Marie Gartz 

I'he Galileo 1912—1912—Folio 182 
The Owners of cargo lately 
taken on board the Steamship 
Galileo v Thomas Wilson, Son & 
Co ld 
Without Nautical Assessors 

The Cairnbahn—1912—Folios 11 
and 218 (consolidated) The 
Owners of Hopper Barges, Nos 
2 and 5 v The Owners of Steam 
ship Cairnbahn and Owners of 
Nunthorpe The Owners of 
Steamship Cairnbahn v The 
Owners of Steam Tug Nun- 
thorpe 


(Interlocutory List.) 

Che Oke hampton 1912—Folio 98 
Robert MacAndrew & Co v The 
Owners of the Steamship Oke- 
hampton 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION 
(Interlocutory List.) 

1911. 

Forster Same v Same 
Forster v Aldridge In re H 
Forster {expte J Jackson 
Clark, in bankruptcy) (s o till 
after act before Parker, J) 

1912. 

The King v Justices of the County 
of London and ors (expte Stan 
ley) (s o generally) 

The King v Justices of the County 
of London and ors (s o 
generally) 


Clark v 


1913. 


Bright v Vidal 
to apply) 

Birmingham and Midland Moto 
Omnibus Co Id v London and 
North Western Ry Co 

Robs rts v Hall 

S C B Cave (trading as Caves) v 
T Caldwell (pt hd) 

1 ray and anr v Property Insce 
Co l 

Adler v Middlin &o 
heard by 3 LJJ) 

Scott v Burton (s o not before 
2nd day Trinity) 


(s o with liberty 


(to be re 


| IN RI 


1912—Folio 137 | 


| Jones v 


Ennisbrook—1912—L—No 


| Smith v ; 
| Low v Port of London Authority 


| Broforst v 


DI. Gulbenkian v Gulbenkian 


Barker v Lewis & Peat 

Sturgess v The Countess of 
Warwick 

Forbes v Samuel 

In re The Arbitration 
In re an arbitration 
May & Mills 

Cresswell v Grasshof and ors 

Yorkshire, &c, Tar Distillation 
Co ld v Hasland Coking Co ld 


Act, 1889 
between 


rue WorKMEN’s COMPENSA 
rion Acrs, 1897 ann 1906. 
(From County Courts.) 


1912. 
v Garratts ld 
Penwyllt Dinas 
Brick Co ld 
Burnell v Owners of Ship Parana 


Tomlinson 
Silica 


1913. 


Edwards (widow) v The Wingham 
Agricultural Implement Co ld 
Foster 


Gill v N Fortescue & Sons Id and 
anr 

Silk v Isle of Thanet Rural Dis- 
trict Council 

Wilmerson v Lynn and Hamburg 
Steamship Co ld 

Rogers v B. Whitehouse & Sons 


| Hewitt v Stanley Bros 


McCabe v Henry North & Sons ld 


| Snelling v Norton Hill Colliery Co 
| The Tyne Tees Shipping Co ld v 


Whitlock 


| Dyhouse v Great Western Ry Co 
| Brady v Canadian Pacific Ry Co 


Frank Webber v Wansbrough 


Paper Co ld 


| Casey v Humphries 
| Albert Brown v George Kent Id 


Wray v Taylor Bros & Co ld 
Clarkson v Charente Steam Ship 
Co ld and ors 


| Calico Printers Assoc ld v Booth 


Same v Same 

Lewis v Stanbridge 

Stephens v Vickers Id 

Smith v Cope 

Buls v Owners of Ship Teutonic 


South Kirkby, 
and Hemsworth 


| Marshall v Speppard 


Ogden v The 
Featherstone 
Colliery Id 

Johnson v W Runciman & Co 


| Cheverton v Oceanic Steam Navi- 


gation Co ld 
Stroewer v Aerogen Gas Co 


| Binns v Kearley & Tonge ld 


Stringer & Jaggar ld v Hardcastle 
Walton v Tredegar Iron and Coal 
Co ld 


| Howarth v A Knowles & Sons Id 


Morris v Turford & Southward 

The Owners of the 
Steamship Blomfield 

Brown v Kemp 

Howards v Wharton 

Birks v The Stafford Coal 
Iron Co ld 

Richardson v Denton Colliery Co 
ld 

Guisti and anr v Port of London 
Authority 

Cook v Oceanic Steam Navigation 
Co ld 


and 


| Frank Smith v Frederick W Hor- 


lock 
Beddard v Stanton Ironworks Co 


ld 


N.B.—The above 
Chancery, Palatine and King’s 
Bench Final and _Interlocutory 
Appeals, &c., set down to May 


10th, 1913. 


List contains 








HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinity Srrrines, 1913. 
Norices Retatinc ro THe Cuancery Cause List. 


Mr. Justice Joyce. 


Except when other Business is advertised in the 


Daily Cauee List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 


Sittings. 


Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy.—Except when other Business is adver- 
tised in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will sit for 
the disposal of His Lordship’s Witness List throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice WaRRINcTON.—Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Warrington will take his Business 
as announced in the Trinity Sittings Paper. 


Mr. Justice 
Trinity Sittings Paper. 


Nevitte will take his Business as announced in the 


Mr. Justice Eve will take his Business as announced in the Trinity 


Sittings Paper. 


Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Juetice Eve will tako 
Liverpool and Manchester Business on Saturdays, the 3lst May, the 
14th and 28th June and the 12th and 26th July. 

Mr. Justice Sarcant.—Except when other Business is adverticed in 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Sargant will sit for the disposal of 
His Lordship’s Witnees List daily (except Saturdays) throughout the 


Sittings. 


Summonses before the Judge in Chambers. 


Mr. Justice WaARRING- 


ron, Mr. Justice Nevitie, and Mr. Justice Eve will sit in Court every 
Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonees. 

Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-witness Actions will be 
heard by Mr. Justice Warrincton, Mr. Justice NeviLye, and Mr. 


Justice Eve. 


Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 


in the Trinity Sittings Paper. 


Norice with Rererence TO THE CuaNncery Witness Lasts. 
During the Trinity Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of 


Witness Actions as follows : 


Mr. Justice Joyce will take the Witness List for Joyce and Eve, JJ. 


Mr. Justice 
Eavy and Nevitte, JJ. 


Mr. Justice SarGant will take the Witness List for 


and SarGant, JJ. 


Before Mr. Justice Joyce, 
Retained Petition. 
In re Archibald Arrol & Sons ld 
(May 20) 
Adjourned Summons. 
In re Bennett, dec Weatherill v 
Gutteridge (s 0) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Jackson v Cording (s 0 gegerally). 

In re Fellows, dec 
Corker (not before June 2) 

In re Burton, dec Burton v Bur- 
ton (s o until liberty to restore) 

In re Wilkinson’s Settlement Kay 
v Kay (not before June 1) 

Central Sumatra Rubber Estates 


ld v Central Industrial Trust ld | 


(not before June 3) 

John Vipond & Co. Id v The 
Blaenavon (s o for a day to be 
fixed) 

Elven v Lawson (s 0) 

Gas Economising & Improved 
Light Syndicate v Blanchard 
Lamp Patents Co (s o not before 
June 30) 

Aisenstein v Maikop Apsheron Oil 
Co. (not before July 1) 

Hacker v Gilson (s 0) 

Ashton v Mitchell (to be in List 
May 21 


, ) 
Elliott & Co. (Edinburgh) ld v | 


Grant 

In re A. W. Ireland, dec 
v Loynes 

Hales v Gibbons 

Morris v Evans 
26) 

Smith v Smith 

Platt-Higgins v Harrod’s Stores 

Newfoundland Exploration Syndi- 
cate ld v Lehwess 

Horton’s Estate ld v Crockford, 
Grove & Sons Id (not before 
July 1) 

Bebb Vv Law Soc 

In re H C Nisbet, dec 
Nisbet 


(s oto July 1) 
(not before May 


Darby v 


D’Arcy v | 


Wood | 





Swinren Eapy will take the Witnees List for Swinren 


WARRINGTON 


Leon v_ Slomnicki hefore 
June 1) 

Columbia Phonograph Co General 
v Regent Fittings Co 

In re Ridout, dec 
Ridout 

Whitaker v Harris 

Douglas v Rhyl UDC 

Litholite v Travis 

Needham v Chesham Autobobile 
Supply Co 

In re the Copyright in a Design 
granted to Cook and Bernheimer 
Co (No 447,698 of 1905), and in 
re the Patents and Designs Acts, 
1883 to 1907 

Rose v Chesham UDC 

Bury v Guest 

Maunder v Gale 

— v Baku Standard Agency 

King v Brown, Durant & Co 

Bastica Syndicate v Lovell 

Clegg v Ediscn & Swan United 
Electric Light Co Id 

Marconi v Helsby Wireless ‘Tele- 
graph Co 

Drake v Westley 

F. Hewthorn & Co ld v Howe 

Re-insurance & Guarantee Co v 
National Provincial Insce Co 

In re Rothwell, dec Birch v Roth- 


well 


(not 


Ridout v 


Before Mr. Justice SwInFEN Eapy. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Shead v Shead 

In re Letters Patent granted to 
Charles Y Knight, No 12,355 
of 1908, and In re The Patents 
and Designs Act, 1907 

Morse v The Garnant Anthracite 
Collieries ld (not before June 2) 

Garnant Anthracite Collieries ld v 
Morse (not before June 2) 

Gordon v Wells (not before May 
26) 

Roan v Roan 

Champness v The Aldwych Syndi- 
cate Id 





May 24, 1913. 








In re Newburger W. T. Dunbar 
& Sons v Newburger 

In re T Salter Salter v Salter 

In re William Varcoe the younger, 
dec Varcoe v Varcoe (not be- 
fore May 27) 

Vareoe v Varcoe (not before May 
27) 

Carlisle v The Oroya Exploration 
Co ld (not before June 2) 

Hall v Same (not before June 2) 


Union of London & Smith’s Bank 
v Ingamells 

James Keith & Blackman Co ld v 
The Tilley High Pressure Gas 
Syndicate ld 
3) 

In re Hopkins, dec Streeter v 


(not before June 


yer 

Walters v Hughes 

The Sealomatics (Parent) Syndi 
cate Jd v Pakeman (not before 
June 24) 

The Amber Size & Chemical Co 
ld v Menzel 

Etheridge v Heath 

Douglas v Auchinvole 

Byers v Barclay & Co Id 

Woods v Winskill 

Stembridge v Clagus 

Fuller v Wright 

Collins v Faraday 





Austin v Union Bank of Scotland | 


Hewson v Shelly 
Herkomer v Jones 
Allen v Allen 


Pidoux v Benekendorff, Berger & 


Co 
In re G. Pidoux & Co’s 
Mark and In re The 
Marks Act, 1905 
Petzold v Phillips 
In re J O Bowling, 
v Bowling 
Hewett v Peach 
Hastie v East Grinstead UDC 


Trade 
Trade 


dec 


| Bowden 
Bowling | 


| In re W G Probyn, dec 


The Braxton Syndicate ld v Ware | 


The Tin and Trading Co 


Nigeria ld v Jackson 


of | 


Chancery Division. 
Action far Trial (with Witnesses). 
Jones and ors v Pacaya Rubber & 
Produce Co ld and ors 


Short Cause. 
Jones and ors v Pacaya Rubber & 
Produce Co ld and ors 


Companies (Winding Up). 
Motion. 
Camina Nitrate Co !d_ (to strike 
out certain matter from an affi 
davit) 


Court Summons. 
Camina Nitrate Co ld (misfeasance 
—with witnesses) 


Before Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Standing for Judgment. 
Adjourned Summons. 

In re Avenon’s Charity Attorney- 

Gen v Pelly (c a v May 7) 


Retained Matters. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Napier v Rudge-Whitworth ld 

In the matter of Letters Patent 
granted to Valdemar Poulsen, 
No 8,961 of 1899, and In the 
matter of the Patents and De- 
signs Act, 1907 

In the Matter of Letters Patent, 
No 26,671 of 1906, granted to 
George Albert Smith, and In the 
matter of the Patents and De 
signs Act, 1907 (s o not before 
June 3) 


(From Mr. Justice SwINrEN 
Eapy’s List.) 

Miller v Reeve 

Brake Co ld v Bowden 
Wire Co ld (for June 10, after 
Short Causes) 

Probyn 
(s o generally) 


v Drayton 
Sowden Brake 


Sowden Wire ld v 
Co Id 


| Starbuck v Starbuck 


Menchen v Elite Sales Agency ld | 


Sobey v Sainsbury 

Lawson v Lawson 

In re Elizabeth 
Bake v Burrage 

Leaning v Pearl Life Assce Co 

Pearl Life Assce Co v Densham 
and ors 

Ickringil! v Holmes 

De Bathe v Jenkins 

Hue v Foster 

Adams v King 

Anglo-Westphalian Kent Coalfield 
Id v Sidders 

Evershed & Vignoles ld v Paul 

Morrell v Studd & Millingtor 


Burrage, dec 


| In 


Grosslicht v 


| 


In re Dudden, dec Shou- 
bridge v Barsdell 

re Perkins dec Perkins v 
Glover (s 0 liberty to restore) 
Patent Protection 


Geo. 


Assoc Id 


Petitions. 
Hampton v Holman (s 0 liberty to 
apply to restore) 
3arnes v Stewart (s o generally) 
Further Considerations. 
In re Thomas Thomas, 
Thomas v Davies 
In re Johnson, dec 
Wootten 


dec 


Lacey v 





Causes for Trial without Witnesses | 
and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re P. Collings, a Solr, and in | 
re Taxation of Costs (s 0) 

In re Nicholas Kendall, an infant 
(s 0} 

In re 
of 1904, and 
Pesign Act, 
amend) 

In re Ernest 
Vevers v 
to amend) 

In re Woollett, dec 
lett until further 

In re Henry Smith, dee 
Smith o generally) 

In re Isaac Robinson Robinson vy | 
Robinson (s o generally) 

In re Bowen, dec Heald v Dickin 


ron 


Letters Patent, No 18,898 
In re Patents and 
1907 (s o leave to 


Edward Street, de 
Holman (s o liberty 


Bate v Wool 
order) 
Tinule vy } 


In re 


> . 
Biench 


In re EF Hetherington, dee 
The Trustee Act, 1893 
v Page 

In re David Evan Jones, dec In 
re S L Acts, 1882 to 1890, and 
In re Conveyancing Act, 1881 

In re Cross, dee Watney v Cross 

In re Eleanor Carter, dec Wind 
sor v Wilson 

In re George Windsor, dec 
Trustee v Windsor 

In re Frederick Platt. dec Sykes 

v Platt and In re The Settled 

Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 
re Catherine Newton, 

Hawkes v Reed 

In re Jex Blake, dec 
Attorney-Gen In 
Waldie Griffiths’ Scholarship 
Fund and [In re Charitabk 
Trusts Acts, 1853 to 1894, 

In re Jex Blake, dec Todd Vv 
Cordery In re J Cronper’s 
Scholarship Fund and In re 
Charitable Trusts Acts, 1853 t 
1894, and In re The Trustee 
Act, 1893 

In re Annie Powell. dec, and In 
re Sir Francis Sharp Powell, 
Bart. dec Powell v Hulbert 

In re Dealy’s Settlement & Will 
Trusts Public Trustee v Ridge 

In re Chambers’ Patent. No 21,754 
of 1911 (in Non-Witness List 
by order} 

In re K W Tattersall, dec 
v Hirst 

In re Amos Greenslade, 
Lowick v Greenslade 

In re Edward Back, 

Trustee v Turner 
re The Duke of Cleveland’s 

Ashton Keyners Settled Estates 

and The Settled Land Acts, 1882 

to 1890 


Public 


In dee 


Todd v The 


re Lady 


Ames 
dec 
Public 


dec 


In 





|} Same v 


In re Rowland Bent, dec Chesney 
v Martin 

In re Rosamond Mary Nessi, dec 
Clifford v Nessi — 

In re McCausland & King’s Con- 
tract and In re The Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874 

In re William Mayell, dec 
v Ward 

In re James Mellor, dec Mellor v 
Allbrook 

In reS A Bennett, dec 
wood v Bennett 


Foley 


Green- 


Before Mi 
tetained Causes for 
With Witne SSCB, 
Oram vy Warwickshire 
Assoc act pt hd 
Upperton v Dennis 
Ewart v Ewart (fixed for 
21) 


Justice NEVILLE, 
Trial. 


Miners’ 


(s 0 generally) 
May 


Same 

Hope v Osborne 

In re Crews Crews v Petry (fixed 
for May 28) 

Further Consideration, 

Allen v Allen 

Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 

re Margaret Ogilvie’s Estate 

In re Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 

1890 (s o generally) 

n re G Wood, dec Wood v Wood 
(not before June 2) 

In re Ward, dee Ward v Clat 
woithy (not before May 22) 

In re A Cozens’ Estate Green y 
Brisley 

Vogt v Woodiwiss 

In re Tidmas’ Settlement 
v Lewis-Sykes 

In re Rayer Rayer v Rayer 

In re Green, dec Jarmen y Con- 
ran 

In re Cooke’s Settlement 
v Smeed 

lichaels v Kanlan 

In re Barry’s Settlement 
v Yeo 

In re Alex Dyson, dec 
Dyson 

In re James Frowd, dec 
Frowd 

In re J O Maund, dec 
Kolckmann 
man 

In re J H Deakin, dec Deakin yv 
Farrer-Mcrgan 

In re Higgins, dec Page v Cromp- 
ton 

Allen v Allen 

come on with fur con) 

re Wright, dec Wright v 

Draper + 

In re Sandeman 
deman 

In re Same 


Tn 


Gear 


Smeed 


Smart 
Dyson Vv 
Frowd v 


Young v 


Maund v_ Kolck- 


In 
Hordern v San- 


Seme v Same 








A NEW DEPARTURE IN FIDELITY GUARANTEE INSURANCE. 


The form of Policy now issued by the ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE is up to LEGAL AND GOVERNMENT BONDS. 
Gate in every respect, and offers MANY ENTIRELY NEW AND ATYRACTIVE The Corporation is emoowered to grant Bonds to all Departments of HIS 

Restrictive clauses hitherto appearing in all Fidelity Policies Lave been omitted, and WUBTIOR. 3 GOVERNMENT, the BANKRUPTCY COURTS, and the COURTS OF 
the Policy is free from all conditions likely to lead to misunderstanding or dispute. % 

All Fraud or Di-honesty committed during the currency of the Policy is covered 
WHETHER DISCOVERED BEFORE OR AFILER THE POLICY CEASES TO 
BE IN FORCE. 

The Insured is not liable to pay the costs of an unsuccessful prosecution. 

These extended benefits have been granted WITHOUT ANY ADVANCE IN THE 
PREMIUMS, which have always compared favourably with thcse charged by other 
first-claas Offices. 


CONTINGENCY INSURANCE. 
Bonds of Indemnity are also issued in connection with MISSING DOCUMENTS, 
DEFECTIVE TITLES, and many other CONTINGENCIES. 
Bonds are issued with the NECESSARY PROMPTITUDE, and minimum t¢rms are 
quoted to SOLICITORS, who are invited to communicate with the Corporation at the 
Head Office or any of the Branch Offices, 








ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 
(Incorporated by Royal Charter, A.D. 1720.) 
FIRE — LIFE — SEA — ANNUITIES —EMPLOYERS LIABILITY — PERSONAL ACCIDENT—BURGLARY—FIDELITY GUARANTIE— 
PLATE GLASS-MOTOR CAR-—BOILER-LIFT AND MACHINERY-—TRUSTEE AND EXECUTORS OF WILLS. 
Total Assets exceed £6,500,000., Total Claims Paid exceed £50,000,000, 
HEAD OFFICE: Royal Exchange, London, E.C. 


LAW Courts BrRaNcH; 29 and 30, High Holborn, W.C, Wrst END BRANCIT; 44, Pall Mall, 8.W, 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 
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In re Gillett, dec Barker v Hen 
nessy 
In I tegnart, de« 
Edwards 
re J H Bat y's Estate 
v Snell 
In re H F G Coleman's Trusts 
Toller v Pochi 
Booth v \.illiamaca ction & 
coucter<’aim (s © goverally) 
Trevor ly rand In the mat 
‘ +r ; i ' | 


1 Lan \ct ] 


Smart 


( npanies Winding 
(har y Division 


Companies Winding Up). 
Petitions 

Gloria { opper Mines 
petn of C B Tolle: 
April ll. 1911 
generai y} 

Ind, Coope & Uo 
Spalding) Same 
Da Costa) 
Shuters, Chippendales & Colyer 
ld—s o from October 22, 1912 
to Ist Petition day after Jun 
30, 1913) 

Samuel Allsopp & Sons ld (petn 
of C H Belsey—s o from March 
4. 1913, to 2nd Petition day in 
June, 1913) 

Port Argentine Great Centr il Rvs 
Co. ld (petn of Tilbury Cor 
tracting and Dredging Co | 
so from April 8 to May 27, 

Hay Hill Estates Id petn 
Trotter—s o from April 
June 4, 1913) 

Avreboo Rubber Estates ld 
of J Trotter—s o from Apmil 29 
to June 4, 1913) 

Premier Insurance Co ld petn of 
National General Insurance Co 
ld—s o from May 6 to May 27, 
1913) 

H A Dawson ld (petn of Carson 
& Comerford ld—s o from May 
6 to May 27, 1913) 

Anglo-European Bank ld (petn 
of J P Pattison) 

Wholesale Cycle Trade Supply Co 
ld (petn of Oppet heim Reno & 
(‘o) 

Vacuum Engineering Co ld (petn 
of T & J Hosking Id) 

Gerrard Properties Id petn 
Callard Stewart & Watt Id) 
National Gymnasia and Enter 
tainments ld (petn of E M 


Spain) id 


ordered 


(petn of H G 


Same (petn of 


{pe tn 


Cockell) 
Lavex ld (petn of Oscar Mot nich 
& Co ld) 

Henry & Helling ld (petn ol 
Cootal Broadhurst Lee Co Id) 
United Travellers’ Club ld (petn 

of W H Neve) 
Empire Milk End ld 
\Mordecal) 
Standard Union Trust Id petn 
of J G Jones und ors) 
Multi-View Advertising Co Id 


petn of E Cripp ind anr) 


Albert H Beirnstein ld, formerly | 


known as A Henry Lyon & Co 
ld (petn of J Rooker) 

tlobe Petroleum & General Syn 
dicate ld petn of R W Fergus 
son) 

‘ann & Partners ld (petn of H M 
Grey) 

National Investment Trust Corpn 
of England ld (petn of H C 
God fray) 

Agilete Lagos Rubber Estates ld 
(petn of 5 W Coulson) 

Hastings, McClure & Co ld (trad- 
ing as the Irish Linen Co) (petn 
of Cartwright & Warners Id) 


Regnart v | 


| Read Transport Co ld ¢ 
v Road Trar sport Co ld (claim | 





Chan ery Division. 
Petitions (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement). 

Doecham Gloves ld 
45 to be complied 

Omnium Investment 
of the Cc mpany) 


1913 
lly) 


Petitions (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement and confirm Re 
duction of Capital). 

Simmonds Bros ld and 1 
(petn of the Company) 

Queensland Investment & 


luced 


Land 


Mortgage Co ld and reduced 


(petn of the Company) 


(Winding Up) 
Motions. 
Spalding & Beston 
king Co ld (to discharg 
, dated May 6, 1912—pt hd 
ordered on May 23, 1912, to 
generally) 
nderwriti uv 


ol! ler dated Feb 


( mpanie 


stand ove! 
Premier I 


(to discharg 


ruary 11, 1913—ordered on | 


February 25, 1913. to stand over 


generally) 


( ompani s Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Court Summonse 

“gyptian Estates ld (for removal 


0 saisie "on debt 


on March 7, 1911, to stand ove: 


no wa ie 
wraly) 


National Provincial Insce 
ld tor account, & 
February 25, 1913, to stand ove: 
generally) 

Crystal Palace Co 
Palace Co and ors (fur con 
ordered on June 5, 1912, t 
stand ever generally) 

National Telephone Co ld (as t 
distribution of assets—pt 
ordered on December 18 
to stand over) 

Anglo-Paraguavan Co ld 
claim Ol le d on May 
stand over generally) 

John Halpin ld (to vary list of 
contributories) 

English & Scottish American 
Mortgage Co ld (as to contingent 
claims) 

National 


rent in Vv 


Corpn 


Tel ph me Co ld ior 
jluntary winding up) 


to chattels against Debentu 


Holders) 


R hore Mr. Justice 
Retained Causes for Tri 
With Witn es.) 
Phi! limovre Watford R DC 
(fixed for May 27) 
Townsend Russell 


June 10) 


(fixed for 


Further Considerations. 
In re Blackmore’s 
Follett-Croom Candy 
In re Minnie Blunt. dec 
v Bodman 
In re R Champion, de 
pion V 
rally) 
A 


Cham 
Champion (s Oo gene 


Assoc Id 


ordered | 


4 rdered on | 


Fox yu Crystal | 


vurth ype | 


Settlement 
fur con | 
Bodman | 


} Canses for 
nesses and 
monses, 

In re Van den Berghs ld & In re 
Jane Steward’s Contract & In 
> The Vendor & Purchaser Act, 


! 
1874 


Trial without Wit 
Adjourned Sum- 


Eton 
n ré 
(loddard { ‘ 
ir R W H Palmer's Estat 
Fenwicl ‘ 

vor, «&e Oo Birminyg 

In re W D Badu des 
v Badger s 0 veral'y) 
In re Coombs 
(s o generally) 
In re Mitchell’s Estate 
Mitchell 
In re A B Wootton, dec Woot 
ton v Hullard (s o generally) 
In re 


man 


{ \r 


t n 


Joslin vy Coombs 


Spofforth 


(s ©) 


slunt, dec Bodman v Bod 

Kidner v Salter (s 0 generally) 

Inre CB Marley's Estat Duk: 
of Rutland v Hyde 

In re Coulton, dec Elliott v Win 
aeatt 

In re P C Smith, d 


Smith 


Smith v 
In re Mary Spalding, dec Lloyd 
Harley 

In re W ( 
Banks 

In re The Ti 
Water & Gas Co Locke v The 
Company 

In re P In: lan, 
Cawood 

In re J T Gardner, de 
Gardner 

In re O P L Pavitt, de 
v Pavitt 

In re Adams’ Settlement 
v Adams 

In re Corbett, dec 
Attorney-Gen 

In re Corsellis, dec 
Corsellis 

In re Leslie’s Hassop Settled 
Estates and In re Settled Land 
Acts, 1882 to 1890 

In re Mallingley Clark v 

Lennox v G W Lennex Id 

Newfoundland Exploration Syndi 
cate ld v Lehwiss 


Banks, de« 


Pope v 
Whitton 
Tomlin 
Cobham v 


Berney v 


sryan 


In re Bagshawe’s 
Wylie v Bagshawe 

In re Russell Humphreys-Owen 
v Humphreys-Owen 

In re W 
before July 21) 

In 1 Parkin, dee 

Holland 

In re Hanbury, dec & In re Set 
tled Land Acts Rey v La Com 
panie de Mayville 

In re Oxenden’s 
Oxenden v Phij son 

In re J G Stephen, d 
v Stephen 


Holland \y 


Steph n 
In re Belfrage'’s Trusts Miles 
Miles 
In re E E Hewitt, dee Rulley v 
Graham 
In re Ward’s Settlement 
v Ward 
In re Ralph Dodds, de 
Parker v Philipson 
In re W Newbould, dec 
ton v Newbould 
| In re Duke of Manchester’s Set- 
tled Estates Buccleuch Man- 
chester 


Ward 
Dodds- 


Ander- 


J (} Goddard. dec Goddard | 


Bad rer | 





Dodd v | 


ehurst & District 


Inman v |} 





; | Friedberger v Vicars & Poirson 
Settlement 


an infant (so not | 


| Hydroil Id v Joseph Crosfie! 


Settlement | 





Before Mr. Justice SARGANT 
Retained by Order. 
Actions. (With Witnesses 
From Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy 
List. 
Natural Color Kinematograph | 
ld v Speer & Redgers (s 0 x 
rally ) 


Sooth =v 


lly f 


Williamsor 


Petition. 


In re Fouecar & Co Id 
(s o liberty to apply) 


Causes for Trial. (Wit! 
Witnesses.) 


Columbia Government v- Col 
bian Emerald Co ld (s-0) 


| In re B 


ley v Burton & ors (for Jun 


| Pengelly Manuell v Higgins 


Mendelssohn v Traies & S&S 
s o pending settlement) 

Inre MSC oper, dex Reed 
Curtis & ors (s o until fu 
order) 

In re Kenrick & Jefferson’s Pat 
No. 6,629, of 1903 (s o 
amendment of specification 

Mills v Grundherr (s o libs 
apply to restore) 

jrown v Brown (not | 
October 18) 

Mercedes Daimler Motor Co 
John Marston Id (s o not bef 
trial of another action by 
Pitfi 

Barnes v 
security) 

Neame v The Siberian Synd 
ld (3 o Michaelmas) 

Naunton & ors v 
(s 0 

Goodhind v Bexon (s 0 until fur 
ther order) 

Mansell v The Tirdonkin ( 
lieries ld (s o further ordei 

W A Sanders v Geo S Ferdina 
Geo S Ferdinando v W A Sin 
ders (s 0 generally) 

Gabb & Richards & ors (s ¢ 
rally) 

Esberger & Son ld v The Capita 
& Counties Bank ld (2m 
List, Trinity) 


Goldfinch (stayed 


Whit 


) 
(s o for further particular 
Hughes v Evans (8s 0 genera 


Hiller v Wright 


| Corbett & ors v The Merean 


Bank of India Id 


Sons ld (s o Michnelma 
Carter v du Cros (s og 
fantoft v Parkington 
Eastes v Russ 
Holmes v Ferdinando Scl 

Ie rdinando 
In re G T Congreve, dec 

& ors v Dransfield ot 

May 26) 

Corelli v Gray & G Gray & 
lst in List, Trinity) 
Exhall Colliery & Brickworks ld 

Markham 
Irby & ors v Exhall Colliery 

Brickworks ld 
Pearcey v Holtham 
The Skinners’ Co v Cathie 
Nyassa Rubber Co ld vy Pirie 
Straus v 4 brams 
Borwick v Robb & Borwick 
Birchal v Crisp & Co & ors 
Parr v Gaiety Picture Palace ld & 

ors 


Marks v Ottley 





Eng! 
Cou 
Sam 
Stav 


York 


Same 
Susse 
Salfo 
Notti 
Marg 


Lond 
Same 
Heyn 
Calla 
Codli 
Wats 


Nortl 

upo 
Londe 
Taylo 
H Au 
Danck 
Londc 
Durha 
Middl 
Kent, 
Derby 
Chesh 
Yorks 


Worce 
Werne 
Monm 
Deane 
Lincol 
Eesex, 
Middl 
Davisc 
Elliott 
Hill & 
Jolly \ 
Hamp: 
Glamo 
Surrey 
Norfol 
Richar 
Middle 
Middle 
Londot 
Isaacs 
Peaboc 
Ryan \ 
Stoeck 
Hertfo 
Breckn 
MeMul 
Schofie 
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KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1913. 
Crown Paper. 

For Argument. 


Eng sland The King v Kensington Income Tax Commrs 

County of London The King v Islington Borough Council 

Same The King v Special Commissioners of Income Tax 

Staveley Coal and Iron Co ld v Midland Ry Co 

Yorkshire, W R The King v Commre of Inland Revenue 

Met Pol Dist London County Council v Corporation of the Hall of 
Arts and Sciences 

London Associated Newspapers ld and ors v Mayor, &c, 
London 

Durham The King v Sunderland Customs and Excise Commrs 

Surrey The King v Brixton Income Tax Commrs and anr 

Same The King v Brixton Income Tax Commrs 

In the matter of a colicitor v expte the Law Soc 

British Organic Nitrogen Co (1908) ld v Munro & Co ld 

(jlamorganshire Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons v Kennard 

In the matter of a solicitor v expte the Law Soc 

England Haxby v Wood Advertising Agency & Davis 

Burnley Smith v Maxfield & Co 

Cheshire Oldfield v Ennion 

County of London Gt Western and Mateepelition Ry Cos v Kensington 
Assessment Committee 

Same Same v Hammersmith Agcsessment Committee 

Sussex Williams v Gosden 

Salford Windsor v National Standard Life 

Nottingham Poole v Stokes 

Margate Appleyard v Baugham 


of City of 


Assce Corpn ld 


Spectra Parer. 


London United Tramways v London County Council 
Same v Same , 
Heymann v Dreyfus 
Callaway v the King 
Codling v Mowlem 

Watson Steamship Co v Merryweather & Co 


and anr 


Civit Paprer. 
For Arg 


gument. 
Northumberland County Council and the Mayor, &c, 
upon-Tyne v the Mayor, &c, of Tynemouth 
London United Tramways ld v London County Council 
Taylor v Bock and anr 
H Autran Id v Fratelli Foti fu Gaetano 
Danckwerts v French & Plucknett 
London Western Electric Co v G E Ry Co 
Durham, Gateshead Hopper v Ferguson 
Middlesex, Westminster Attenborough v Chilcott 
Kent, Greenwich Nelson, Murdock & Co v Jones 
Derbyshire, Chesterfield Randle v Clay Cross Co ld 
Cheshire, Birkenhead Roydon v Wirral Ry Co 
— Pontefract Pilling v South Kirkby 


of Newcastle- 


Featherstone Collieries 


Surrey, Camberwell Quick v Hemmings and ors 

ar. Lambeth Wilson v Troll 

Yorkshire, Skipton Waite and anr v Knowles 

Worcestershire, Stourbridge Davies v Baker 

Werner v Mauch 

Monmouthshire, Newport 

Deane & Beal ld v Cailler 

Lincolnshire, Great Grimsby Watts v Grimsby News Co ld 

Essex, Chelmsford Smith v Craig 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Becker v Lewin 

Davison v Stronge and ors 

Elliott v Doree 

Hill & Smith id v Berry 

Jolly v Brown and ors 

Hampshire, Christchurch and Bournemouth McIntyre v Browne 

Glamorganshire, Pontypridd Hodgson v Cory Bros & Co ld 

ats Lambeth London and Provinces Discount Co ld v Jones 
Norfolk, Wymondham Tofts v Pearl Life Assce Co Id 

Rich ardson v Wood 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Mitchell v Taylor 

Middlesex, Westminster Radley and anr v London County Council 

London Toop v Robertson - 

Isaacs v Stern 

Peabody & Co v Henderson & Liddell 

Ryan v Macdonald 

Stoeck v Baum 

Hertfordshire, Watford Automobile Exchange Id v Henery 

Brecknockshire, Hay Jones v United Counties Bank Id 

McMullen v Densham & Lambert 

Schofield & Co v Surie & Sons 


Griffiths v Roberts 





| The Commrs 
The 





Thomas v Carr 

Goldhawk Mutual Benefit Building Soc v Carter 
British Organic Nitrogen Co (1908) v Munro & Co 
Lancashire, Manchester Burgess v Samuels 
Gloucestershire, Stroud Poulton v Moore 

Steel v Christenson 


Revenue Paper. 


English Information. 


Attorney-Gen of the Prince of Wales v Hornby and ors 


Cases Stated. 
Sali Kraft and James A Fowler (Surveyor of Taxes) 
John Hamer Brook and Commrs of Inland Revenue 
Allan Bros & Co, U K, ld and H T Bustard (Surveyor of Taxes) 
Albertine Drummond and J W Collins (Surveyor of Taxes) 
Claude Leatham and Commrs of Inland Revenue 
General Hydraulic Power Co ld and J P Hancock (Surveyor of Taxce) 
Montague C Furtado (Surveyor of Taxes) and the City of London 
Brewery Co ld 


Act, 1910. 


and the Commrs of Inland Revenue (re 
Bell,’’ Shield-street, Newcastle-upon 


Petition under the Licensing (Consolidation) 


Archibald Airol & Sons ld 
Licensed Pp remises, e Blue 
Tyne) 

Nicholson 
Premises, ‘‘ 
head) 


Licenced 
Maiden 


Revenue (re 
Bridge-street, 


& Sons ld and Commrs of Inland 
The Heart in Hand Beerhouse,”’ 


Land Values 


mmus of Inland Revenue 

of Inland Revenue 

Commrs of Inland Revenue a 

The Governors of the Stepney and B« 
Commrs of Inland Revenue 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Mis Margaret Whidborne 

Marquis Camden and the Commrs of Inland Revenue 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue and E B Merriman and Rev J O 
Stephens 

The Commres of Inland Revenue 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue 


Appeals from Decision of Referee. 


and Thomas Charles Hewitt 
and Mrs E J Buchanan and ors 
nd R H Clay and ors 

»w Educational Foundation 


The C 


and the 


and B E Nicholls and ors 
and the Earl of Derby 


(1909-10) Act, 
The County 


1910, S. 44 (2). 
Hotel,” 


Petitions under Finance 
County Hotel and Wine Co ld (16 “ 
Carlisle) 
The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co (re 
Refreshment Rooms, Liverpool) 
Holborn & Frascati Id (re The Frascati Restaurant, 32, 
W) 
Same 


Court-squaic, 
The Exchange Station Hotel 
Oxford-strect 


wc) 
‘The 


Holborn Restaurant, 218, High Holborn, 
3uxton & Co ld and anr (ie 
and six other houses) 

‘**The Clarence,”’ 


(re The 

Truman, Hanbury, 
Commercial-street, E, 

Watney, Combe, Reid & Co ld (re 
Fulham, and two other houses) 

John Geo Mickle and the Canngn 
Edgware-road) 

Charrington & Co ld (re ‘‘ White 
London, and eight other houses) 

Same (re ‘‘ The 3, Duncannon-etreet, Charing Cross) 

Eleanor Strange (re ‘‘ The Swan,”’ 4, The Broadway, Hammersmith, W) 

Charrington & Co Id (re ‘‘The Nag’s Hedd,’’ High-street, Wood 
Green, and four other houses) 

A and 8 Gatti ld (re The Adelaide Gallery, 

Charrington & Co ld (re The Crown Public 
lane) 

A E Griffiths and the 
Portland-street, W) 

J H Flude and the Cannon Brewery Co (re “ 
SW) 

J W Steele 
Harrow-road, 

H Wheeler, the 
Hackney) 

E H Westley 
road, SE) 

A Dewing and the 
Paddington, W) 

G H Cole and the Cannon Brewery Co (re 
SE) 

H S Homewood and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The College Park 
Hotel,’’” Hammersmith) 

A E Gutteridge and the Cannon Brewery Co (re 
wood) 

H J Pounds and the Cannon Brewery Co (re “ 
beth, SE) 


Unicorn,”’ 
North End-road, 


Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ Red Lion,”’ 


Hart,’’ 231, Lower Clapton-road, 


Duncannon,”’ 


Strand, WC) 


House, 201, Coldharbour- 


Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Albany,” Great 


The Atlantic,’’ Brixton, 


and the Cannon Brewery Co (re “‘ The Ben Johnson,”’ 


W) 


Cannon Brewery Co and anr (re ‘‘ The Britannia,”’ 


and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Castle,’’ Old Kent 


Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“ The Chippenham,’’ 


‘** The Colleen,’’ Bermondsey, 


‘The Crown,”’ Crickle- 


The Dorset Arms,’’ Lam- 
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M A Dunn Godfrey and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ Duke of Suesex,’’ : Y ‘a wr = 
Pty teen | ) | High Court of Justice—King’s Bench Division, 
F T White and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Earl of Aberdeen,” . 
t Bey eonaligg 4 , TRINITY SITTINGS, 1913. 
W A Lyne and the Cannon Brewery Co (re “The Junction Hotel,” | » 
Willesden Junction, NW) au | on 
C Revill and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Lord Nelson,” 386, Old S83 M 
Kent-road, SE) sz | tise 
F E Leat and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Metropolitan,”’ Far- . io . 
ringdon-road, EC) “ | - ; 
F E Butler and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“‘The Nags Head,” 8 | 53 (s0e 
Hackney-road, NE) a | 2 ok 
W Badcoe and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘The Neeld Arms,” = | Z° J 
Harrow-road, W) La and 
C A Peach and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘The Old Bell,’’ High- se 7” J 
road, Kilburn, W) : } 25 - 
F P Langford and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Plough,’’ Harrow Ff 
road, W) P} ng 
C Cook and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘The Prince of Wales,” M 
Fulham, SW) ca) | L Ee of t 
A Collinson and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Queen's Hotel,”’ = 4 re “ 
Upton Park, Essex) 5 } | se 
A E Smith and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Red Lion,’’ West - e > 
minster, SW) w | 
R Will and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Shaftesbury,’ Hornsey = | 8 
Rise, N) ; , 2S 5 : 
W Darnell and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“‘The St James B | 3 
Reetaurant,’’ The Broadway, Westminster) = 
A L Lawrence and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Three Brewers,”’ - : 
Fesex-road, N) ¥ Ee e 
E R Auckland and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Thurlow Arms,” Ss se 33 
Norwood-road, SE) a S5 zo 
R C Kynaston and the Cannon Brewery Co (re “‘ The Railway Tavern,” = 
Tottenham, N) ‘ 4 boa 
PN Smith and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘The Union Tavern,” ry wees 
Clerkenwell, WC) FI OBsEE 
T J Pinn and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“ The Victoria Hotel,” a aes 
Charterhouse-street, EC) — 22 ABE 
AR 8 Wilmot and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“‘ The Wetherly Ee” m os ~ 
Arms,”’ King’s-road, Chelsea) : oo * i & 
J E Hunt and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Wheatsheaf,”’ oh a 
Edgware-road, W) ; ; “ @e w. 
James Bacon (re “* The Coach and Horses,’’ Edgware-road, W) =} Stas ni 
R W Whitehead (re “The Coach and Horees,”” Walthamstow, Essex) a> | ¢8?5& - 
W G Dickinson (re ‘‘ The Cock Tavern,’’ Kilburn, W) 8 a an “. 
. , on, . 99 S . 
DC Whitehead (re 1 he (¢ rown and Anchor,”’ St Pancras, NW) “> z = 
C Tavener (re ‘‘ The Falcon,”’ Battersea, SW) os B=: p 
G Whitehead (re ‘‘ The Imperial,’’ Billiter-square, EC) & 8 a" oon 
G Whitehead (re ‘‘ The North London Hotel,’’ Kilburn. W) 2 =] an 
‘ ui ry , a > A 2 
D C Whitehead (re ‘‘ The Plough,’’ Walthamstow, Essex) as 33 Er a 
K Gurney (re ‘‘ The Queen,”’ Stockwell, SW) ss ge” a3 Has! 
7 a. hitehead (re ‘“‘The White Hart,’’ Bishopsgate-street Without 4* a a b 
C) ‘ : 
; — ‘ ' os si ° : nat 
E M Barker and ors (re “Seven Stars,”” High-street, Whitechapel, E) |“ 5 —_ 
T R Dipple (re ‘‘ The Floia,’’ Harrow-road, W) 4 r = re 
Henry Jennings and the Cannon Brewery Co | T i J s “ 
. : a? © ‘ 0 wer’ . d (1e ~ rl - *rincess _ 
Head, Dido Matinee ‘ ie Princes: = a é Lavi 
William Alfred Browne and the Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ The Fins $ . 7 —--- 3 Sa - ma 
bury Park Tavern,’’ Seven Sisters-road, Middlesex) % SU os 5 og fe Vaou 
James Cooper and the Cannon Brewery Co .Jd (re ‘‘The Princess 5 | @ s ge ‘wa 8 No 
Alice,”’ Forest Gate) a 4 on ES aft 
W illiam = Pran e and the Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “The Enkel |] ~a b 2S joke — - — WHO! 
Arms, Seven Sisters road) , : = 3 : =°8 2 dire 
G Hy Ellis and tl g.| Bia faa a a 
reorge y Ellis and the Cannon Brewery C > The Rakere’ Z. oz ZA ; 
pm Rg Tong Fs ite Ay peer wal ewery Co ld (re The Bakers a5 Ess cs q not 
Edw Walter Greenwood and the Cannor : r = a Sez z 
y Walter ood e on Brewery Cx » * The E 7 “on 
Ray nee ig lwo woth ewery > Id (re The Red i] a os r=) 
Geo Fredk Matthews ind the Cam B 7. 7 be « o 
’ °° . . anno srewe Co » > 3 Sess 
fea,” Mestenaead “area n Brewery ld (re The Rising ms giee 
John S Bateman ind the Cannon B ‘ 1 ae ALTO! 
n ‘ an i anno rewery Cx » “The g ~ 2ort 
“feld, ee ah dled gn — ea » ld (re The Spring & a Zo _ 
Frederi« k May and the Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ The Cock Hotel.”’ .) ef a 
Sutton, Surrey) ’ é #24 Se bate 
Henry W Paskins and the Cannon Brewery C an ee - 535 aa clal 
Castle.” Wandsworth-road Sw) rewery Co ld (re ‘‘ The Nottingham 2 Bek tM SE om 
Annie M Weimrabe end the Cannon Rrew , , a - ae 
Horse,’’ Brixton ‘SV ) " annon Br ery Co Id (re “‘ Ye Olde White 6 S35 _ > be one 
William P Chi: an d the C , : : Ez F 5. Of % pow 
Horse,” Catford) and the Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “The Black ” Se: gx “3 e Et on 
Rhondda Valle Ditiseite : , 3 oA : 3 82 OP“ ZS iqu 
a alley Breweries Co ld (re Victoria Hotel,” Ferndale a eo ES Ke 38 Eo _-~ 
Gh dale, | ae a 
Same (re ‘‘Robertstown Hotel,” Ynysybwl, Glam) 5 — arco ure nn 
—. (re ‘‘Lee Hotel,” Penrhiwceiber, Glam) o& “a 
ae ee Belle Vue Hotel, Penrhiwceiber, Glam) re = 
Same (re ‘Wyndham Hotel,”’ Treherbert, Glam) 3 
R 
Motions. g | =  — 
Moti s |sb Liq! 
Motions for attachment, &c, 18 & |2¢ : send 
a Jone 
liqu 








td 
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~ "Phe Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

May 27.—Messrs. Hampton & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Residence, &c. (see adver- 
tisement, back page, May 17). E 

May 29.—Messrs. Danret Surra, Sox & Oaxcer: Freehold Residence (see adver- 
tisement, iii, this week). 

Jane 2.—) rs. Weatneratt & Gases, at the Mart, at 2: Bu'lding Land (see 

» page iii, May 10). ‘ 

Jane 10.—Messrs. Weatneratt & Geert, ai Havant, at 3: Farms, Residences, &c. 
(see advertisement, page iii, May 10). 

June 26.—Messrs. Weatareatt & Gasey, at East Grinsteai, at 3: Freehold Land 
(see advertisement, page iii, May 10). f 

Jane 30.—Mesers. Daniet Suita, Sow & Oakey, : Freehold Cottage Re:idence, 
and Freehold Agricultural Holdin g (eee advertisement, page iii, this wek). 

July 3.—Messra. Dawtet Sarre, Son, & Oaxtey: Freehold Residential Estate, &c. 
(see advertisement, page iii, this week). 


Result of Sale. 


Reversions, Shares, &c, 


Messrs. H. E. Fostzr & Crawrixtp held their usual Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 
following prices were realised :— 


588 ORDINARY SHARES of £5 each in PETER ROBINSON, Ltd. 
Scld CS a varying from £14 12s. 6d, to 215 2s. 6d. per share 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION s— 
To whole of Trust Funds of £4,538 and £6,485 ie a .. Sold £6 390 
To whoie of £9,379 ... oe ove _ coe oe am om £4,150 
To One-sixth of £15,771... ne a ose eo sai on £1,485 
To One sixth of £13,669 ... eco ote ose “se eee £1,000 
One-fifth of City Freeholds am saat ee a sae £575 
REVERSION to One-fourth of £16,000 ... sin bi . iin £2,475 
LEFE INTEREST in about £300 per annum Sin * ms £2,300 








Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Luarrep rm Omamorer. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, May 16. 


ABERDEEN SKATING RINK Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 13, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard 
Ryland Daly, 5, Fenwick st, Liverpool, liquidator, 

AGILETE LaGos RUBBER ESTATES, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented May 8, directed 
to be heard May 27. Willis & Willis, 59, Chancery In, agents ior Fryer & Webb, 
West Hartlepool, solors for the ;petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above 
named not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of May 26. 

BEND Co LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 2, to send in their names and 
addresses,-and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Atkinson Daniel, 
4, St. Mary Axe, liquidator. 

Cook's REINFORCED CONCRETE SLEEPER SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 2, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
orclaims, to George Robert Freeman, 66, Coleman st, liquidator. 

GREENING & Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 17, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Anderson, 
Monereiff, St Paul’s-chmbrs, 19, Ludgate hill. FitaGerald, 59 60, Chancery In, solor 
for the liquidator. 

HASTINGS MCLURE & Co, Lp (trading as the Irish Linen Company).—Petn for winding- 
up, presented May 9, directed to heard May 27. Wetherfield & Co,1, Gresham 
bidgs, Guildhall, solors for the petors. Notice of appearing must reach the above 
named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of May 26. 

KELLAS, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 24, to serd in their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Mackie, 1v7, 
Fenchurch st. Nicholson & Co, 24, Coleman st, solors for the liquidator. 

Lavex, Ltp.—Petn for win!ing-up, presented May 1, directed t» be heard May 27. 
J. D. Arthur, 171, Queen Victoria st, sslors for the petnrs Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of May 26. 

VacUUM ENGINEERING Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, preserted April 28, directed to 
be heard May 27. Huntley & Son, Bank chmbrs, Tuvley st, solors for the petnrs. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the 
afternoon of May 26. 

WHOLESALE CYCLE TRADE SupPLy Co., Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented April 25, 

to be heard: May 27. ;Herbert Oppenheimer, Parr’s Bank{ bldgs, 1, 
Finsbury sq, solor for the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above named 
not later than six o’c:ock in the afternoon of May 26. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, May 20. 


Atton Estates Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 17, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Charles 
King, 110, Edmund st, Birmingham, liquidator. 

AUTOMATIC FIRE HYDRANT AND ENGINEERING Co., LTD.—Creditors are required, on or 
betore July 4, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of theic debts or 
claims, to Joseph Yc ung, 33, Minories, liquidator. 

CORNISH CONSOLS, LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION.)—Creditors are required, on or before June 16, 
to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Dangerfield & Fowler, 56, Cannun st, liquidators. 

DOVER PROMENADE, PIER AND PAVILION Co, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION). — 
Creditors are required, on or before June 16, to send in their names and addresses, 
and ticulars of their debts or claims, to James Rob _rt Mann, 4, St James's st, Dover, 
liquidator. 

RaGusa STEAMSHIP Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented May 19, directed to be 
heard at the Law Courts, Cathays Park, Cardiff, June 4,at 10 Ernest E. Green, 96, St 
Mary st, Cardiff, solor for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above 
named not later than six O'clock in the afternoon of June 3. 

Warp InsoLe Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 5, to send in their 
names and addre-ses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Robebts, Arcade chmbrs, Northampton, liquidator. 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


LLEYN AND EIFIONYDD PERMAN+NT BENEFIT BUILDING SocreTy (IN VOLUNTARY 
LIQUIDATION, UNDRR SUPERVISION).—Creditors are required, On or beiOre May 23, to 
serid in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward 
: oo Penygroes, Carnarvonshire. Robynse & Co, Pwilheli, solors for the 

iq rT. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Tast Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 16. 


ANDERSON, GEORGE BROWNING, East Hanney, Berks June 13 Lee & Pembertons, Lin- 
“  coln’s Inn fields 

BAGOT, Sir JoSCELINE FitzRoy, Levens Hall, Westmorland July 14 Milne, Kendal 

BANDURY, RopDOLPH, Gibraltar June 16 Butcher & Sons, Bouverie st, Fleet st 

BECK, MARY, Clayton le Moors, Lancs June 25 Nowell & Co, Burnley 

BENT, EMILEY, Hereford Jane 20 Walker & Co, Carey st 

BERG, ENDRE SIVERTSEN, Biack Torrington, Devon July | Daw & Son, Exeter 

BRTTSON, GERTRUDE MARIAN, Anerley, Surrey June 14 Reed « Reed, Basinghall st 

BOUGHEY, CAKOLINE, Mattock In, Ealing June 24 Hussey & Master, Stone bidgs 

BRAITHWAIT&, THOMAS WILLIAM, Grange, nr Adelaide, Australia July15 Hayward & 
Magarey, Adelaide 

CODLIN, we Cheapside, Ascot, Berks May 31 Wikon & Deane, Brack ell, 
Berks 

COLBORN, HENRY, Prestleigh, Somerset June 4 Nalder, Shepton Mallet 

CORRAN, WILLIAM SKILLISCORNE, Inglewood rd, West Eud lo, Hampstead June 16 
Smith & Son, 42, High rd, Kilburn 

CROWE, ROBERT BELL, Conway, Carnarvon, Merchant June 13 Collins & Co, 
Liverpool 

Drew, W veeral, Ashtead, Surrey June 28 Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln’s Inn fields 

FisH, CHARLES, Evering rd, Upper Clapton, Pawnbroxer June 24 Freeman & Son, 
George st, Hanover sq 

FLETCHER, KEDDEY Ray, Andover, Hants, DCL June 30 Minchin & Co, Laurence 
Pountney In 

HANNAH, THOMAS, Dalton in Furness, Lancs June 2 Hodgson, Barrow in Furness 

HAYTHORNTHWAITE, WILLIAM, Carlisle June 18 Erripvgton & Son, Carlisle 

HEWITT, THOMAS, Brighton Junels Butt, Brighton 

JONAS, BLANCHE MATILDA, Bels'ze sq, Hampstead June 15 ‘Templer & Co, Lon- 
bard st 

KINGSMILL, ANDREW, Harrow Weald, Middlx June 16 Crump & Son, Leadenhall st 

LAW, JOHN, Sheffield June 30 Wake & Sons, Sheffield 

MarRwoop, HENRY JAMES, Uxton, Chester June2l Shakespeare & Co, Liverpool 

PEARCE, GEORGE, Bressingham, Norfolk, Farmer June 13 Lyus & Sons, Diss 

PiROTH, JAKOBINE, Roderick rd, Gospel Oak June 14 Jennens & Jennens, Kentish 
Town rd 

PIx, CHARLOTTE Dopson, Rye, Sussex Junel4 Dawes & Co, Rye 

REED, WILLIAM, Southsea June 30 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 

SANGSTER, Guy Henry, Worthing Junel4 Dixon, Worthing 

SAUNDERS, GEORGE, CB, South side, Clapham Common June 16 Russell & Co, Norfolk 
st, Strand 

SCHLESINGER, WILLIAM JAME3, King st, St James’s June24 Merriman & Co, King's 
Bench walk, Temple 

SHERWIN, JANE, Nott'‘ngham June 30 Martian & Sons, Nottingh>m 

STELL, SARAH ANNE, Blackpool June 10 Finch & Co, Bl .ckpool 

STUBBS, CHARLES WILLIAM, Macclesfield, Surveyor June 18 Barclay & Co, Maecles- 
fie'd 

SWEETLAND, RoBERT, Colyton, Devon, Farmer June 17 Mortime:, Colyton 

TETLEY, JAMES MOUNTAIN, Carlisle June18 Errington & Son, Carlisle 

TH MPSON, MARGARET ELLEN, Scarborough June2z7 Royle, Scarboreugh 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 20. 


ARDEN, MARY MARGARET, Cuddington, Surrey June 17 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

bILLYARD, HARRY, Sandbach, Chester, Draper June 24 Strin er, Sandbach 

BRADBROOK, CHARLES ALFRE®, Hastings June 23 Voss & Son, Bethnal Green rd 

BREWIN, Ai FRED WILLIAM, Westow bill, Upper Norwood, Licensed Victualler June 25 
Martin & Nicholson, Queen st 

BROOKS, JOHN EpwWakD, New York, USA Jene 14 Goddard, Clement's inn, Strand 

BULLOUGH, ANNIE ELIZABETH, Boston Spa, Yorks June 28 Smith, Leeds 

CARTER, ANNA Lucy, Lewisham hill, Llackheath June 16 Slack & Co, Queen Vic 
toria st 

CLARKE, Sir STANLEY DE ASTEL CALVERT, GCVO, CMG, Rangers Lodge, Hyde Purk 
June 30 Radcliffes & Hood, Craven st 

DREW, SAMUEL KINGDON, Liverpo.l June 20 Mason & Co, Liverpool 

DUCKETT, ELLEN, Liverpool June 18 Read & Brown, Liverpool 

ELDER, DAVID, Cheyne walk, Chelsea June 20 slarke, Victoria st, Westminster 

ELEY, HOWARD GEORGE, Barrange rd, Phumstead June 24 Hughes & Co, Greens end, 
Woolwich 

ELLIS, GEORGE EVEREST, St Mary's rd, Peckham, Optician June 16 Russ, King Wiliam 


st 

FERRIS, ANDREW MoOaTON, Manhattan, New York, USA, Banker June 21 Bolton &> 
Temple gdns, Temple 

GAUKROGER, MARIA, Southport June 20 Rice-Jonss & Smith, Halifax 

HAHLO, OTTO, Manchester, Smallware Merchant June 17 Haworth, Manchester 

HALL, DAVID, Wraysbury, Bucks June 14 Horne & Co, Staines 

HARVEY, ARTHUR GRAHAME, Portsmouth June 30 Harvey & Co, Portsmouth 

HARVEY, GORDON STANLEY, Portsmouth, Estate Agent June 30 Haivey & Co 
Portsmouth 

Huppy, WILLIAM Henry Jos, Exeter June 15 Friend & Tarbet Exeter 

Jacon, ARTHUR, Lewisham Hizh rd, Deptford, Lighterman June 17 Sandom & Co 
Deptford 

JACOB, + pening Lewisham Highrd, Deptford June17 Sandom & Co, Deptford 

KNOWLES, JoHN RICHARD, ihornton, Bradford June 20 Weatherhead & Knowlas, 
Bradford 

McLxEov, CLARA, Vanbrugh hill, Greenwich June30 Spencer & Arnold, Greenwich 

MEREDYTH, CONSTANCE AvGUSTA, Harley st June 21 Wightwick & Gardner, 
Folkestone 

METHAM, THOMAS, Brockley,Kent June20 Spencer & Arnold 

MILFORD, FANNY, Excter June 15 Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 

PARKER, CHARLES SANDIFORD, Southport Jane v6 Wilson & Bullough, Wigan 

PHILLIPS, JOHN PALMER, Birmingham June 30 Johnson & Co, B r.ningham 

PUXLEY, ADELEINE LAVALLIN, Hove, Sussex June 24 Fggar & Co, Brighton 

Pre, JEMIMA,Sheffield June7 H & A Maxfi-ld, Sheffield 

SAVAGE, MARY BrETHIA, Avonmore rd, West Kensington June 2t Millar & Sons, St 
Thomas st, London Bridge 

SIMPSON, ADAM BoyD, Birmingham, Surgeon June 30 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

SKURRAY, ELLEN ANNE, Bourremouth June 20 Shenton & Pain, Winchester 

SMEED, EMMA HARRIET, Cavterbury July 15 Mowll & Mowll, Canterbury 

SMITH, BEATRICE HELEN, Fastbourne July 2! Merriman & Thirlby, Mitre ct 

SNELLING, CHARLOTTE, Cambridge June Fllison & Co, Cambridge 

SWINDELL, EDMUND JAMES PoUNCEFORT, Evgeob>, Cape Colony June 14 Merriman & 
Co, King’s Bench walk, Temple 

TINDAL- ATKINSON, CHARLES WILKINS, Abbey rd, West Hampstead, Agent June 30 
Newton & Co, Moorgate st 

TINDAL- ATKINSON, JOHN, Datchet, Bucks June 30 Newton & Co, Moorgate st 

WHITAKER, PHILIP JONES, Wes! bury, Wilts June 30 Hewitt & Co, Leadenhall st 

WHITEHEAD, THOMAS, Sunderland rd, Forest Hill June 20 Rawlings & Butt, Walbrook 

WILSON, EDMUND, Halifax, Bootmaker May 26 Hoyle, Crossley st, Halifax 





WOOLNOUGH, WILLIAM, Cromer Junel7 Keith, Norwich 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, May 16. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ascoves, WILLIAM, Aldbrough, pr Richmond, 
Northallerton Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

BROWNING, H. Colville ter, Bayswater, Theatrical 
prietor High Court Pet April16 Ord May 13 

CHURCH, FREDERICK BENJAMIN, Great Yarmouth, Dairy- 
man Great Yarmouth Pet May9 Ord May 9 

CLAXTON, WILLIAM NEWMAN, Kilham, Yorks, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Maylu Ord May 10 

Crivrs, Gores, Downham Market, Nurfolk, 
King’s Lyno Cet May i4 rd May 14 

DAViIes, EVAN, St Margarets, Kast Twickenham, Draper 
Brentford Pet May !4 Ord May 14 

Day, CHARLES, Yiewsley, Middix, Cart ge 
Windsor Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

HAM, ARTHUR J, His Majesty's Prison, Exeter 
Pet May 2 Ord May 13 

HANDLEY, ALICE, Birmingham, Stationer 
Pet May 9 Ord May 9 

HARTNALL, ARCHIBALD JOHN, Ryde, Isle of Wight, News- 
paper Proprietcr Newport and Kyde Pet May 9 
wrd May 9 

Hoover, Tom, Bicest«r, Oxford, Carpenter 
May 10+ Ord May 10 

LAWRENCE, FREDERICK WILLIAM PetTuHick, Rd Lion ct, 
Fleet st High Court Pet April 26 Ord May 14 

MANSFIELD, HENRY, Portland p! North, Clapham rd, Job 
Master High Court Pet Apri3 Ord May 14 

MARTIN, ROBERT, Ilfracombe, Town Crier Barnstaple 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

MASON, FREDERICK, Purley, Surrey, Bank Clerk 
Pet May 9 Ord May 9 

MILLS, DANIEL, Blaengarw, Glam, Collier 
May 10 Ord May 10 

OVERTON, WILLIAM TAYLOR, Great Grimsby, Hatter 
Great Grimsby Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

PEAGRAM, WILLIAM JAMES, Grays Thurrock, Ess«x, Baker 
Chelmsford Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

PINCHBECK, FREDERICK, Horsham, Baker Brighton 
May 13 Ord May 13 

PUTLAND, WILLIAM STEPHEN, Tunbridge Wells Tunbridge 
Wells Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

READ, JAMES, Plumstead, Fishmonger Greenwich 
May 10 Ord May 10 

REDMAN, J, Rathbone st, Canning Town, Draper 
Court Pet Aprill7? Ord May 14 

ROB: RTS, JOHN CLINTON, Kingston upon Hull, Analyst 
Kingston upon tiull Pet May7 Ord May 10 

SANDFORD, GEORGE, Southall Windsor Pet April 25 
Ord May lw 

SEWELL, ADOLPHUS CHARLES. Hampton, Middix Kingston, 
Surrey Pet April 9 Ord May 13 

SMITH, EDWARD RKopertT, Chesterton, 
Cambridge Pet May 14 Urd May i4 

THORNTON, GKORGE, Cagau, nr Bridgend, Coal Miner 
Cardiff Pet May lv Ord May 10 

VENNING, JaMES HOLMES, Cardiff, Builder 
May 10 Ord May 10 

WILLIAMS, REGINALD HERBERT, Tadworth, 
Builder Croydon Pet May Ord May 9 

WILSON, RICBARD, Harrogate, Threshing Machine Pro- 
prietor York Pet May8 Ord Mays 


Yorks 
Pro- 


Grocer 


Contract or 


Barnstaple 


Oxfurd Pet 


Cre ry dc mn 


Cardiff Pet 


Pet 


Pet 


High 


Cambs, Baker 


Cardiff Pet 


Surrey, 


FIBST MEETINGS. 
BEATTY, WILLIAM, Earlestown, Lancs, Juiner May 28 at 
8 Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 
BLACKWALL, JOHN GEORGE, Derby, Hairdresser 
at 10.16 
Derby 
BROWNING, H, Colville ter, Bayswater, Theatrical Pro- 
prietor May 26 at 11.30 Bankruptev bidgs, Carey st 
CHURCH, FRELERKICK BENJAMIN, Great Yarmvuth, Dairy- 
man May 24atl2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
CLARK, JAMES AMBROSE FREEMAN, Caversham, Reading, 
Miller Mgy 24 st 10.15 Lecture Room of Reading 
Gas Co, Friar st, Reading ‘ 
COBBETT, FREDERICK JOHN, Upper Tulse hill, Theatrical 
Agent May 26at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
CONKLIN, BRUCE, Hotel Cecil, Strand, Engineer May 27 at 
11.30 Off Ree, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 


May 24 
Court House, 20, St Peter's churchyard, 


Birmingham | 


CURTIS, RICHARD, Bideford, Devon, Baker May 26at 4.15 
Tanton's Hotel, Bideford 

DowsE, HAROLD EsMONDE, Rayleigh rd, Hammersmith, 
Estate Manager May 26 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

EDWARDS, WILLIAM, Bridgend, Grocer 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

ELMS, ARTHUR, Holbeach, Lincoln, Saddler May 24 at 1 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

GARDNER, WILLIAM CHARLES, Grosvenor rd, Pimlico, Gold 
Laceman May 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HARRISS, WALTER, Ca ster on Sea, Norfolk, Wheelwright 
May “6 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

JonEs, JOHN, Guilsfied, Montgomery, Farmer May 26 
at 11.30 Clive Café, Church st, Welshpool 

LAWRENCE, FREDERICK WILLIAM P&THICK, Red Lion ct, 
Fleet st May 27at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Mack, James Francis, Brimington, Derby, Provision 
Merchant May 30 at1z2 Angel Hotel, Ches erfield 


May 23 at 12 


MANSFIELD, HENRY. Portland pl North, (lapham rd, Job } 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Master May 27 atl 
May 28 


MASON, FREDERICK, Purley, Surrey, Bank Clerk 
at 11 13%, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

MATTHEWS, EDWARD REYNOLDS, Longton, Staffs, Tob “cco 
Dealer May 24at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, 
Staffs 

MILLS, DANIEL, Blaengarw, Glam, Collier 
117, St Mary st, Carditf 

Nicuo.as, W J, & Son, Unicorn Wharf, Dace rd, Timber 
Merchants May 27 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Nurtrer, Jonny, jun, Brierfield, Lancs, Grocer’s Ass‘stant 
May 26 at 10.15 County Court House, Bankhouse st, 
Burnley 

PINCHBECK, FREDERICK, Horeham, Baker 
atil Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, 'Brichton 

PUTLAND, WILLIAM STEPHEN, Tubridge Wells May 24 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 124, Mariborough pl, Brighton 

REDMAN, J, Rathbone st, Canning Town, Draper May 
atll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Rovucu, CHARLES WILLIAM, Scarborough Tool Merchant 
May 27 at 4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

TOWLER, Percy, St Annes on the Sea, Lancs, Saddler 
May 24at1l1 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

WATSON, JAMES HumsE, Comeragh rd, “est Kensington, 
Share Broker May 28 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, 
Carey st 

Way, Bertiz, Bournemouth, Butcher May 
Arcade chmbrs (first floor), Bournemouth 

WEnB, MATTHEW RiegHToON, Abchurch House, 
In, Solicitor May 28 at 1 
Carey st 

WILSHERE, NORMAN MYDDLETON, 
Commission Agent 
bidgs, Carey st 

WILSON, RICHARD, 
Pr: prietor May 26 at 2.30 
Duncombe pl, York 


May 24 at ll 


Mayg24 


28 


26 at 3 


Sherborne 


Ilarrogate, Threshing Machine 


ADJUDICATION3 
Joux, Aberaman, Aberdare, Fried Fish 
Aberdare Pet April28 Ord May 10 
WituiaM. Aldbroug). nr Richmond, 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 


ARNOLD, 
chant 

ASCOUGH, 
Northallerton 


Yorks 








| OVERTON, WILLIAM TAYLOR, Great Grimsby, 





Bavkruptcy bidgs | 


King’s rd, Chelsea, | 
May 23 at 11.30 bankruptcy | 


Off Rec, The Red House, | 


Mer- | 


BALDWIN, JAMES, Portsmouth, Hants, Potato Merchant | 


Portsmouth Pet Aprl9 Ord May 8 
BRADSHAW, MARTHA EMMA, Stoke upon T.ent 
upon Trent Pet April’ Ord May 10 
CHURCH, FREDERICK BENJAMIN, Great Yarmouth 
man Great Yarmouth Pet ‘**v 9 Ord May 9 
CLAXTON, WILLIAM NeEwMA®, K tham, Yorks, 
Kingsto1 uvon Hull Pet May lv Ord May 10 
CoBBETT, FREDERICK JouN, Upper Tulse hill, Theatrical 
Agent High Court Pet April 8 Ord May 10 
Cripps, GrOKGE, Downham Market, Norfolk, 
King’s Lynn Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
DAVIFS, EVAN, St Marzarets, East Twicke: ham, Draper 
Brentford Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
DAWS)N, JOHN LISLE, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northumber- 
land Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April ll Ord May9 
DAWwsoN, Ropert LISLE, Blyth. Northumberland Fish 
Salesman Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April 11 Ord 


Stoke 
Dairy- 


Grocer 


Grocer 


ay ¥ 
DAY, CHARLES, Yiewsley, Middlx, Cartage Contractor 
Windsor Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
FiNE, Morris, Fallerst, Bethnal Green, Costume Manu- 
tacturer Hizh Ccurt Pet April 9 Ord May 14 


| Joust, Gustav, Stroud Green rd, Butter Dealer 





FREEMAN, BERNARD Louis, Newcastle upon Tyne, Rubber 

Merchant Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April 12 Ord 
fay 8 

eusent Jo3sgPH HewiTson, Wigton, Cumbatland, Solici- 
tor Carlisle Pet April 25 Ord May 10 f 

HANDLEY, ALICE, Birmingham, Station r Birmingham 
Pet May 9 Ord May 9 ; 

HAYDEN, RICHARD Davis, stratford on Avon Warwick 
Pet April 14 Ord May 14 

JEFFERSON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Ryton, Durham, Plum- 
ter Newcastle upon Tyne Pet April8 Ord May 8 

Jones, JOHN, Guilsfiel4, Montgomery, Farmer NeWWwwn 
Pet May9 Ord May 13 

MARTIN, KOBERT, Ilfracombe. Town Crier 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

MILLS, DANIEL, Blaengarw, Glam, Collier 
May 10 Ord May 10 


Barnstaple 
Cardiff Pet 


Hatter 
Great Grimsby Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

PANKOW, FRIEDRICH HEINRICH EMIL, Hanover st, 
Regent st High Court Pet Mar 6 Ord May 14 


PEAGRAM, WILLIAM JAMES, Grays Thurro-k, Essex, Baker 


Chelmsford Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

PINCHBECK, FREDERICK, Horsham, Baker Brighton Pet 
May 13 Ord May 13 

PUTLAND, WILLIAM STEPHEN, Tunbridge Wells Tunbridge 
Wells Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

RAMSBOTTOM, HENRY, Blackpool, Contractor Blackbura 
Pet April7 Ord May 10 

READ. JAMES, Plumstead, Fishmonger 
May 10 Ord May 10 

Roperts, JOHN CLINTON, Kingston upon Hull, Analyst 
Kingston up n Hull Pet May 7 Ord May 10 

ROWLAND, GEORGE WILLIAM, Weston super Mare, Butcher 
Bridgwater Pet May 2 Ord May 10 

Srupson, Harry, Duckett rd, Harringay, Turf Commission 
Agent Eitmonton Pet Mar 18 Ord May 10 

SMITH, EDWARD ROBERT, Chesterton, Cambs, Baker Cam- 
bridg: Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

TALBOT, C4ARLES FRED«RICK WALTER, Oxford, Registrar 
of Births and Deaths Oxford Pet April 12 Ord 
May 10 

THORNTON, GEORGE, Caerau, nr Bridgend, Coal Miner, 
Cardiff Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

TOWLER, PERCY, St Annes on Sea, Lancs, Saddil.r Preston 
Pet April4 Ord May 10 

VENNING, JAMES HoumeEs, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 

WAY, BERTIE, Bournemouth, Butcher Poole Pet April 
30 Ord May 13 

WILLIAMS, REGINALD HERBERT, Tadworth, Surrey 
don Pet May 9 Ord May 9 

WILSON, RICHARD, Harrogate, Threshing Machine Pro- 
prietor York Pet May 8 Ord May 8 


Greenwich Pet 


Cros- 


Londm Gazette —TUERSDAY, May 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BOWDIDGE, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Teddington, Middlx, 
Jobmaster Kingston, Surrey Pet May 1 Ord May 15 

BROWN, THOMAS WILLIAM, Bradford Leeds Pet May 15 
Ord May 15 

DE WIPE, AUGUSTE, Devonshire sq, Merchant High Court 
Pet Aprilll Ord May 5 

FORD, SAMUEL JoHN and JAMES GASSON, Holland road, 
Builders High Court Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Foster, WILLIAM Henry, Coventry, General Dealer 
Coventry Pet May i6 Ord May 16 


| GIESECKE, Fritz, New Oxford st, Importer High Court 


Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

HARSE, ARTHUR AUGuUsTUS, Keynsham, Picture House 
Proprieior Bristol Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

HLL, Lucy HANNAH Bradford, Ladies’ Tailor Bradford 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 , 

HILTON, JOHN GEORGE MAXWBLL, Birmingham, Electrical 
Engineer Birmingham Pet Mar28 Ord May 15 

JAMES, GEORGE WILLIAM, Donisthorpe, Leicester, Farmer 
High: Court Pet Jan 9 Ord May 16 

Joux, Davip, Burry Port, Carmarthen, Butcher Car- 
marthen Pet May 16 Ord May 16 _ 

iga 

Court Pet April 24 Ord May 16 

KERR, JOHN WILLIAM, York, Plumber York Pet May 15 
Ord May 15 

LAWRENCE, CHRISTOPHER JOHN, Lovington, Somerset, Car- 
penter Yeovil Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

LOACH, SAMUEL, Carlton, Notts, Builder 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 


Nottingham 
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LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
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MATTHEWS, EDWARD REYN LDS, Longton, Staffs, Tobacco 
Dealer Stoke upon Trent Pet April 25 Ord May 9 

Owens, JAMES, Walth umstow, Meat Salesman High Court 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Raynor, WILLIAM, West Bridgford, Notts, Mechanic 
Nottii Pet May15 Ord May 15 


ScRAFTON, JOSEHH, Willington, county —- Hay and | 


Corn r Durham Pet May 16 y 16 
SHERWOOD, HERBERT, Nottingham. Ironmonger Notting- 
ham Pet May3 Ord May 16 


uitH, WALTER ALBERT, Middlesbrough, Wholesale | 
Drysaiter Middlesbrough Pet May 17 Ord May 17 | 


SPROSEN, HENRY JAMES, Worcester, Journeyman Organ 
Builder Worcester Pet May 16 Ord May 16 


SPROSEN, MARY JANE, Worcester worcester Pet May | 


1+ Ord May 16 

STippER, JAMES GrorGER, Harrow, Engineer 
Pet April 12 Ord May 16 

THOMAS, DAVID BROWN, Hammersmith Iligh Court Pet 
May 14 Ord May 14 

THOMAS, SAMURL, Brixham, Devon, Market Gardener Ply- 
mouth Pet May 16 Ord May 16 


THORLEY, GEORGE HENRY, Longton, Staffs, Farmer St ke | 


upon Trent Pet April 23 Ord May 16 

TRICKETT, JOHN SIMPSON, Dadlington, Leicester, Farmer 
Leicester vet May 15 Ord May 15 

WHITE, GEORGE HOWARD, New Broad st, Company Pro- 
moter High Court Pet Mar8 Ord May 15 

Woop, JAMES, Bishop Auckland, Photographer Durham 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Youne, Louisa C, Devonshire ter, Hyde Park, Spinster 
High Court Pet April 15 Ord May 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ASCOUGH, WILLIAM, Aldbrourh, nr Richmond, Yorks | 


May 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 
BOLDON, JOHN 1HOMAS, Louth, Accountant May 28 at 
10.30 Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great Grimsby 
BOWDIDGE, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Teddington, Job- | 
master May °%8 at 2.30 132, Ycrk rd, Westminster 
Bridge rd 


BROGDEN, ALFRED N, Southend on Sea, Horse Trainer 


May 28at 3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 


BRowN, THOMAS :WILLIAM, Bradford May 28 at 3 Off 


Rec, 24, Bond st, Leed: 
CLAXTON, WILLIAM NEWMAN, Kilham, Grocer May 28 


at 12 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, | 


Hull 

Davigs, EVAN, St Margarets, East Twickenham, Draper 
May 30 at 3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

DICKINSON, SYDNEY JOHN, Oxford, Auctioneer May 29 
at j2 1, St Aldates, Osford 


Dings, WALTER Harky, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Com- | 


mission Agent May 28 at 12 Oif Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

DurogY, JOHN WILLIAM, Epworth, Lincoln, Journeyman 
Blacksmith May29at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


FORD, SAMOEL JOHN, and JAMES GassoN, Holland rd, | 


Builde s May 29at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Gigs+CKE, Fritz, New Oxford st, Importer May 28 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st q 
GUNN, EDWARD WILLLAM, Chippenham, Natural'st May 
28 at 11.45 Off Rec, 24, Baldwin st, Bristol 

HANDLEY, ALICE, Birmingham May 23 at 11.30 Ruskin 
chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

HARSE, ARTHUR AUGUSTOS, Keynsham, Somerset, Picture 
House Proprietor May 28 at1z Off Rec, 26, Baldwin 
st, Bristol 

HARTNALL, ARCHIBALD JOHN, Ryde, I of W, Newpaper 
Proprietor May 30at 11 Yelfs Hotel, Ryde, I of W 

HAYDEN, RICHARD DAVIS, Stratforaon Avon May 28 at 
2 Off Rec,8, High s , Coventry 

HILL, Lucy HANNAH, Braiford May 28at11 Off Rec, 12 
Duke st, Bradford 

Hooper, Tom, bicester, Oxford, Journeymin Carpenter 
May 30 at 12 1, st Aldates, Oxtord 

JAMES, GEORGE WILLIAM, Donisthorpe, Leicester, Farmer 
May 28 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


JARVIS, EDWARD, Thrapstov, Northampton, Painter May | 


28 at 12.35 White Hart Hotel,‘Thrapston 


St Albans | 


| MORELAND, HENRY, Weybridge, Surrey 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

NOBLE, CATHERINE PENELOPE, Reading May 29 at 3 

Rec, 14, Bedford row 

OVERTON, WILLIAM TAYLOR, Great Grimsby, Hatter 
May 28 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great 
G imsby 

OwERS, JAMES, Nothcote rd, Walthamstow, Meat Sales 
man May 28 at 1% Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

PANK, GEORGE, and LLOYD ARTHUR DUNN, Peterborough, 
Tobacconists May 28 at 2.10 Law Courts, Peter- 
borough = 

PEAGRAM, WILLIAM JAMES, Grays Thurrock, Essex, 
Baker May 28 at12.30 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

REEVE, GEORGE WILLIAM, Norwich Bakes May 28 at 
12.3) Off Ree, 8, King st Norwich 

20 ERIS, JOUN CLINTON, Kingston upon Hull, Analyst 
May 23 atil Off Rec, York City Bauk chmbrs, Low- 
gate, Uull 

ROWLAND, GEORGE WILLIAM, Weston saper Mare, But- 
cher May 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bris- 


May 28 at 1: 


tol 
SCRAFTON, JosEPH, Willington, Durham, Miller May 28 
| at 2.39 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 
| Srmpson, HARRY, Duckett rd, Harringay, Turf Commission 
} Agent May 29at12 Off Kec, 14, Bedford row 
SPROSEN, HENRY JAMES, Worcester, Journeyman Organ 
| Builder May 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen 
st, Worcester 
| SPROSEN, MARY JANE, Worcester May 3) at 11 Off 
Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
| THOMAS, DaviIp Brown, The Grove, Hammersmith June 
| 2at12 Bankruptcy b dgs, Carey st 
THORNTON, GEORGE, Caerau, nr Bridgend, Coal Miner 
| May 29 at 12 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
| TRICKETT, JOHN SIMPSON, Dadlington, Leicester, Farmer 
May 28 at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridg: st, Leicester 
VENNING, JAMES HOLMES, Cirdiff, Builder May 30 at 3 
117, St Mary +t, Carditf 
| WHITE, GEORGE HOWARD, New Broad st, Company Pro- 
moter June 2at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carcy st 
WILLIAMS, REGINALD HE RBERT, Tadworth, Sur. ey, Builder 
May 25 at 11.39 132, Yorkrd, Westminster Bridge rd 
YounG, Louisa C, Devonshire ter, Hyde Park June 2at11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey s: 








Now Ready. Royal 8vo, Price 6/- net. 


INCOME TAX. 


A concise exposition of the Law and Practice thereof, 
with instructions as to filling up and returning the 
| necessary forms, to which is prefixed a short thesis on 

direct and indirect Taxation, with Forms. By THOS. C. 
| JARVIS, b.A. LL.B, Barrister-at-Law. 


London: EFFINGHAM WILSON, 54, Threadneedle St., E.C. 





EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalizea. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, } Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, f Secretaries. 








| REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 
ESTABLISHED 1823. 


Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament, 


| Reversions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances 


Joust, Gustav, Stroud Green rd, Butrer Dealer May 28 |} on Reversions and Life Interests, either at annual interest 


at 11.30 Sankrapucy bidgs, Carey st 

Kerr, JOHN WILLIAM, York, Plumber and Gas Fitter 
May 29 at 3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, | 
York 


| or by way of deferred charge. 
allowed. Law 


Options for repurchase 
Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, &764,825. 


80 Coleman St., London, E.C. 





The Oldest Insurance Office in the World 





204th Year of the Office. 


\ 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orricer: 


638, THREADNEEDLE ST 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE 


4 


Cpiod trem Poiiey dated 10B 


as including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


| PLATE GLASS, 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A, W. COUSINS, 


District Manager. 





Git Y OF SHEFFIELD. 


THE CORPORATION OF SHEFFIELD are prepared to 
ACCEPT LOANS of £100 and upwards in multiples of £10, 
on Mortgage at £3 10s, Od. per cent. per annum, subject 
to six months’ notice from any date, or fora term of Toree 
or Five Years, and then subject to six months’ notice at 
any time. 

Mortgages are prepared free of cost to the Investor. 
Interest payable half-yearly, 1st March and 1st September. 


Apply 
JAMES W. WRIGHT, City Treasurer, 
Town Hall, Sheffield. 





DVERTISER is the owner of the follow- 
ing PROPERTIES and will arrange liberal terms 
witao Solicitors having Funds on hand for Investment :— 
Freehold Property for Sale, Oxford-street ; new 
building, well let, produces £6,500 per annum net, 

Will be sold to pay 4} per cent. 

Long Leasehold (80 years). Great Portland-street ; 
new building, Ground Rent £60; let on lease at 
£850. Will be sold to pay 54 per cent. 

Long Leasehold (1,000 years), Great Portland- 
street; Ground Rent £135, let at £2,400, Will be 
sold to pay 5 par cent, clear. 

Long Leasehold (78 years), Great Portland-street ; 
Ground Rent £100, let at £1,800 on lease tv substan: 
tial tenants, Will be sold to pay 5} per cent. 

Firms having the money on hand, write “ Executor,” 
Audley House, Margaret-street, Cavendish-square, W. 


OUNG SOLICITOR desires opportunity 

of developing nucleus of private practice; good 

rospects ; would prefer London Managing Clerkship at 

ow salary, with liberty to practise in own name on 

terms to be arranged.—Apply, Box 5, cara of “ Solicitors’ 
Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


AW REPORTS.—Complete (1865 to date) 

with Statutes, Digests, and Weekly Notes; excel- 

lent condition; many volumes newly bound. — Mr. 
Eyre Tuomps oy, 8, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn. 


VIRST-CLASS SHOP INVESTMENT, 
market position, main Komford Road, six miles 
from Bank of England. Four splendidly-fitted shops, 
with stabling in rear (draper, butcher, fishmonger, and 
provision dealer), all let on fall repairing leases to well- 
known and responsible tradesmen, prodacing £265 yearly. 
Leases 65 years to run, at only £3 each. Price £3,8)0.— 
Apply, W. J. E., 5*2, S:reatham High-road, 8. W. 


QOLICITORS, TRUSTEES, &c.—Mort- 
KO gages of £8,500 (or £6,300 and £2,200) and £12,600 on 
£20,000 at 5 per cent, on high-class South Coast securi- 
ties ; over 59 per cont. margin.—Write, “Svuagveyor,” at 
Horncaatle’s, 61, Cheapside, E.C. 


1OSTS IN ARREAR.— Expeditious 

drafting of Bills and Settlement by fuuy expert- 

e.ced vraftsmen.- Kenpatrs’, No, 93, Chancosry-lane, 
London, W.C. Tele. : Holborn 1118. 




















ABSOLUTE QUIBT. 
(SHARTERHOUSE SQUARE, E.C.—To 


be Let, a House containiog 13 rooms, lavatories, 
and excellent cupboard accommodation; very suitabie 
to Firm of Soliciiors or Accountauts; rent only £175 
p.a., or lease could be purchased cheaply.—Apply, 8. 
Watxer & Son, 22, Moorgate-streat, E.C. 





WwWanNnTsu®D :— 


OFFERED FOR THE LAW 
30 a JOURNAL REPORTS, 1894 
The years 1886, 1888, 1891 and 1895 


- al ed. 
P.ease Address — anne 


THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTD., 


Dealers in all Descriptions of Law Books, 
57, CAREY STREET, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 
a. 2 
0 8 per sheet, 
2 3 per 20 folios, 
0 2 per folio. 
3 0 per sheet, 
vee oie 0 3 per folio. 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. per sheet Draft, $d. ditto 
Parchment, ls. 6d, to 3a. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C 


REEVES & TURNER, 


LAW BOOKSELLERS, 


A Large Stock of SECOND-HAND REPORTS AND 
TEXT-BOOKS always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


14, BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR. 
(Removed from 8, Bream's Buildings.) 
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CHARITIES, &c. 


THE GHURCH ARMY 


Earnestly asks Aid for its ¢xtensive Work 
(Social and Evangelistic) on behalf of the 


OUTCAST AND DISTRESSED. 


1290 LABOUR HOMES and similar ineti( u- 

tions for reclamation of criminals, loafers, 

and social wreckage generally, male and 
female. 


YOUTHS’ HOMES. FARM COLONY. 


Numerous Probation Officers under Proba- 

tion of Offenders Act. FUNDS, Old 

Clothes, and Firewood Orders (3s. 6d. per 

100 bundles) urgently required. Also offers 
of VOLUNTARY SERVICE. 


LECACIES EARNESTLY REQUESTED. 


Cheques, crossel ‘‘ Barclays’, a/e Church 

Army,’ to PREBENDARY CARLILE, 

Hon. Chief Secretary, Headquarters, 

55, Bryanston Street, Marble Arch, 
London, W. 























THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 


FOR THE 
PARALYSED and EPILEPTIC, 
QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.C. 

The largest Hospital of its kind. 

The Charity is forced at present to rely, to some 
extent, upon legacies for maintenance, 

Those desiring to provide Annuities for 
relatives or iriends are asked to send for particulars 
of the DONATIONS CARRYING LIFE ANNUITIES 
FUND. 

THE EARL OF HARROWBY, Treasurer. 


a a aa ok AB I sn 
ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (Incorporated). 


49, LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and 262, UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 








Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
President ; JIE BARL OF CUESTERFIELD, G.C.V.O. 
Treasurer; GUY PYM, Esq. 

Number of patients weekly, 800. 
This Hospital has no Endowment. 


Help is earnestly appealed for to | 


carry on the work. 


A Donation of £10 108. constitutes Life Governorship. 
Seoretary-Superintendent, GEV. A, ARNAU DLN. 


BRAND’S 
Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only 
Sold everywhere. 








BRAND & CO., Ltd, Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.W. 
£] TO £5,000 ADVANCED by Private 


Lender on Simple Proniissory Note. No bLilis 
ot sale taken, and absolute privacy guaranteed. First 
letter of application receives promps attention, aud 
invending borrowers are waited upon vy a repre: entative, 
who is empowered to complete transaction on terms 
mutually » nO charge being mage unless busi- 
=D Completed, Special quotations fur short 





to— 
Cc. WELLES, 
CORRIDOR CHAMBERS, LEICESTER, 


Telephoae: 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS, TAILORS. 


DRESS SUITS (Special Materials), 


‘SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 

| LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH @& VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 





BY AUTHORITY. 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use 
SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed and executed 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
2, SERJEANTS’ INN, FLEET SIREET, 
LONDON, E.C 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No, 120, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET, LONDON, 

] ENRY GREEN Advertisement Agent 

begs to direct the attention of the Legal Prutession 
to the advantages of his long experisnce of apwards uf 
| fifty years in the special insertion of all pro forma nowces. 

&e., and to solicit their continued sapport. — N.B. 

Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Urxdtora and 

Doasolutions of Partnership, with necessary Deciaration, 

Fue of “ London Gazette” kept for free reference. By 

appointment, 








Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS 


For Gentiemen under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply wo 
F. 5. D. HUGG, M.R.C.3,, &., 
Medical Superintendent. 


Telephone: P.O. 16, RICKMANSWORTH. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEIOBSTER, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTR&, M.A. 
M.D, (Camb). Principal: HENRY M. RILEY, Assoc, Soc 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Exceilent 
Legal and Medicai Refereuces. For terms and particulars 
apply Mies RILEY, or the Principal. 

TELEGRAPHIC Abbess; “MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT. 
Buntingford, Herts. 
Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99, 

For Gentlemen suffering from Alcohol and Drug Inebriety; 
also for Gentiemen convalescing after illness, Ina most 
healthy part of the country ; 18 acres of grounds; about 
350 feet above sea-level, Quarter mile from Station, G. E.K. 
Iwo Resident Physicians. No Infectious or Consumptive 
Cases taken. Ivebriety Patients are admitted voluntarily 
ouly, either privately or under the inebriates Acts. Terms 
from 2) gus. Teiephoue: P.U. 3, Buntingford, Teie- 

graphic Address: “ ResIvEN!, BUNTINGFORD.” 








PERIODICAL SALES, 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
conduct PERIODICAL SALES of 
REVERSIONS (Absolute and Con’ 
LIFE INTERES 
LIFE POLICIES, 
Shares and Debentures, 
Mortgage Debts and Bonds, and 
Kindred Interesta, 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 
The Dates fixed for 1913 are as follows :— 
Thurs lay, June 5 Thursday, September 138 
Thursday, June 19 Thursday, Oct »ber 2 
Thursday, July 3 Thursday, October 16 
Thursday, July 17 Thursday, November 6 
Thursday, August 7 Thursday, December 4 
Thursday, August 21 Thursday, December 13 
Thursday, September 4 
Offices, 6, Poultry, Lon E.Q. Tel * TInvari- 
omy Stock, London.” Tel. Nos. 999 and 1000 and 
Central. 


) 


tingent 
and ANNOITIES, 





PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
4) beg to announce that their PROPERTY AUCTIONS 
wiil be held at the Mart, Tokeahouse-yard, E.C., on the 


following 
Wednes lay, June 11 Wednesiay, October 8 
Wednesday, July 9 Wednesday, November 12 
Wednesday, July 23 Wednesday, December 10 
Wednesday, August 13 
Vendurs, solicitors, and trustees having pr >perties for 
sale are respectfully invited to communicate with the 
Au-tioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, EC. 
Telegrams: “Invariably Stock, London.” Tel. Nos, 999 
and 1009 Bank, and 8539 Centra’ 





SALE3 BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1913. 


Messrs. 
oe ye TEWSON, RICE SED SON 
le to announce that their LES for 
1913 of ESTATES, Investments, Town, Suburban, aad 
Country Houses, Business Premises, Building Land, 
Ground Rents, Advowsone, Reversions, Stocks, Shares 
and other Properties. will be held at the AUCTION 
MART, Tokenhouse Yard, near the Bank of England, 
in the City of Londoa, as follows :— 
a. 27 | Be al - Aa 29 
aeaday, June 3 uesday, Ostobe le 
T.esiay June 10 | Tuesday, October 21 
Tuveday, June 17 Tuesdays, October 234 
rer . 4 . gouang. e teem ogy 
uesday, July uesday, November 
4 Teesder, November 18 
Tuesday, Jul 2 pasate! ei ee 
uesday, July 

By arrangement, Auctions in Towa or Country can also 
be held om other days. rs. Debenham, Tewson, 
Richardson, & Co. undertake Sales and Valuations for 
Saiate ie oy 4 purposes of Furniture, Pictures, Farming 
Stock, Tum , &c. 

DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Let or Sold by Private Contract can be obtained 
of Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, Richardson, & Co., No, 80, 
Cheapside, London. Telephone, Nos. 503 and 504 Bank. 


\V EATHERALL & GREEN, 

Surveyors, Valuers, Auctionsers, and Land Agents, 
22, CHANCERY LANE, W.O, 
(Telephone, 555 Holborn), 

Will hold SALES by AUCTION, at thc Mart, 

1913, 





June 2, 24 

Jaly 15, 29 

October 21 
ot LANDED and HOUSE PROPERTIES, Ground Rents, 
Reversions, &c. Messrs. Weatherall & Green uadertake 
Sales and Letti by Private Treaty, and advise oa 
COMPENSATION, RATING and LICEN3LNG CASES. 
a for all purposes. Provisional Valuations 
checked, 


ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
J) AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUEBS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
12, OLD JEWRY CHAMBERS, E.C., 
and 3)2, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Mstablished 1773.) 
Telephone Nos.—5964 Bank,” “330 Streatham. 
Telegrams—“ Oldest, Loudon.” 


Novembe¢ 18 
Devember 16 








[* PERIAL GERVICES J XBIBITION. 


EARL’S COURT. 

MAY. OCTOBER. 
With the approval of the Admiralty and the War Office. 
NAVAL and AERIAL BATTLE. ENTRENCHED 
CAMP. MODEL CRUISER. NAVIES of the WORLD, 

BLOCK HOUSE. ARMOURED TRAIN. AERO- 

PLANE, etc., etc., ete, 

Most of the eminent firms are exhibiting, and early 
application is necessary for the few remaining sites. 

Chairman — Major-Gea. Lord CHEYLESMORE, 
K.C.V.0. For space apply DIRECTOR of EXHIBITS. 

IMPERIAL SERVICES EXHIBITION, EARL’S 

COURT, 








TO OWNERS oF Property, TRUSTEES AND 
SoLicirors. — MANY BUSINESS PREMISES, 
TowN \RestmpENnces, CouNTRY MANSIONS, 
FARM BUILDINGS, ETCc., ARE DANGEROUSLY 
UNDER-INSURED. THE PRESENT INCREASED 
COST OF BUILDING IS OVERLOOKED AND THE 
NECESSARY REVISION OF POLICIES NEGLECTED. 


KNIGHT, FRANK & RUTLEY 


PREPARE REPORTS FOR .THE PROTECTION OF 
OWNERS IN ALL PARTS OF THE KINGDOM. 


OFrFicEs—20, HANOVER SQUARE, W. 














